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By Mrs, SULLIVAN:

H.R. 9130. A bill to require the inspection
of certain towing vessels; to the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. TALCOTT:

H.R. 9131. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code with respect to the basis
on which certain dependency and indemnity
compensation will be computed; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs,

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas (by re-
quest) :

H.R. 9132, A bill to amend section 107 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide that
the benefits authorized therein shall be at
a rate in pesos as is equivalent to $0.50 for
each dollar authorized, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. ASPINALL:

H.R, 9133. A bill to authorize the disposi-
tion of certain property at Hot Springs Na-
tional Park, in the State of Arkansas, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. STRATTON:

H.R. 9134. A bill to amend the Agricul-
tural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937 with
respect to the procedure for amending or-
ders; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. SHEPPARD:

HR. 9139. A bill making appropriations
for military construction for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending June
80, 1964, and for other purposes.

By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN:

H.J. Res. 802, Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania:

H.J. Res. 803. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States; to the Committee on the
Judiciary. !

By Mr. EUNKEL:

H. Con. Res, 237. Concurrent resolution
providing for the printing of additional
copies of certain opinions of the Supreme
Court of the United States in cases involving
the offering of prayers and reading from the
Bible in public schools; to the Committee
on House Administration.

By Mr. BUCKLEY:

H. Res, 666. Resolution to provide for the
further expenses of the studies, Investiga-
tions, and inquiries authorized by House
Resolution 56; to the Committee on House
Administration.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADDABEO:
H.R. 91356. A bill for the relief of Salvatore
LoIacono; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr, HOLLAND:
HR.9136. A bill for the rellef of Marla
Giurlani; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. MORGAN:
H.R.913Y. A bill for the relief of Carina
Barthow; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. POWELL:
H.R.9138. A bill for the relief of Gerardo
Rubino; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were land on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

451. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Rev.
Forrest L. Knapp, general secretary, Massa-
chusetts Council of Churches, Boston, Mass.,
relative to expressing opposition to legis-
lation making public funds available,
whether by grants or loans, to sectarian in-
stitutions for the construction of facilities,

and supporting, in any event, the substance
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of the Ervin amendment; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

452, Also, petition of Henry Stoner, Gen-
eral Delivery, Worland, Wyo., requesting that
a set of books or volumes be printed showing
all laws of the United States now in force;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

SENATE

Traurspay, NovEMBER 14, 1963

(Legislatlive day of Tuesday,
October 22, 1963)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the President pro tem-
pore.

Rev. C. Hoke Sewell, D.D., pastor, First
Methodist Church, College Park, Ga.,
offered the following prayer:

Eternal God, our gracious Heavenly
Father, we thank Thee for this land of
ours. We thank Thee for the opportuni-
ties it offers us and for the hope it holds
up to the entire world. We recognize
that we need Thy help. We turn our
minds and hearts unto Thee for strength
for this day. We are trusting Thee for
guidance. Our responsibilities make it
necessary that we be strong. We ask
that the Holy Spirit help us provide lead-
ership, that we may serve Thee and our
fellow men to the very best of our
knowledge and ability. May Thy spirit
help us to act wisely., Help us, O God,
that we may always do what is right.
May our actions be in the best interests
of all who depend upon us for leadership
at home and around the world.

O God, help us to give ourselves to the
highest we know. Help us to keep
humble and at the same time be strong
;enough to give our all in Christian serv-

ce.

We pray in the Master's name.

Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MansrFieLp, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes-
day, November 13, 1963, was dispensed
with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
Messages in writing from the President
of the United States submitting nomina-
tions were communicated to the Senate
by Mr. Miller, one of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 6754)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1964,
and for other purposes; agreed to the
conference asked by the Senate on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr. WHaITTEN, Mr.
NaTcHER, Mr. CannowN, Mr., Horan, and
Mr. MIcHEL were appointed managers on
the part of the House at the conference.
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The message also announced that the
House had passed a bill (H.R. 9009) to
amend further the Peace Corps Act, as
amended, in which it requested the con-
currence of the Senate.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 9009) to amend further
the Peace Corps Act, as amended, was
read twice by its title and referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS
On request of Mr. MansFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, it was ordered that
there be a morning hour, with state-
ments limited to 3 minutes.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION
On request of Mr. MansFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the Internal Security
Subcommittee of the Judiciary Commit-
tee was authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate today.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of executive business, to
consider the nominations on the Execu-
tive Calendar.

The motion was agreed to: and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate messages from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
sundry nominations, which were referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

(For nominations this day received, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMIT-
TEE ON ARMED SERVICES

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
from the Committee on Armed Services,
I report favorably the nominations of
seven rear admirals for permanent ap-
pointment in the Naval Reserve, two
temporary promotions to the grade of
rear admiral in the Naval Reserve, one
permanent appointment to the grade of
major general in the Marine Corps Re-
serve, and two permanent appointments
to the grade of brigadier general in the
Marine Corps Reserve. I ask that these
nominations be placed on the Executive
Calendar.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
nominations will be placed on the Execu-
tive Calendar.

The nominations are as follows:

Harry R. Canaday, and sundry other offi-
cers, for permanent promotion to the Naval
Reserve;

Richard D. Adams and Edward H. Gessner,
for temporary promotion in the Naval Re-
serve; and

Walter A. Churchill, Richard A. Evans, and
Robert B. Bell, for permanent appointment
in the Marine Corps Reserve.

Mr, ERVIN. Mr. President, from the
Committee on Armed Services, I report
favorably the nominations of 25 flag and
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general officers in the Army, Navy, Ma-
rine Corps, and Air Force. I ask that
these nominations be placed on the Exec-
utive Calendar.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
out objection, it is so ordered.

The nominations are as follows:

Vice Adm. Willlam R. Smedberg III, U.S.
Navy, for appointment to the grade of vice
admiral on the retired list;

Rear Adm. Charles C. Kirkpatrick, U.S.
Navy, for appointment as Chief of Naval
Personnel;

Rear Adm, Charles C. Kirkpatrick, US.
Navy, for commands and other duties deter-
mined by the President, for appointment as
vice admiral while so serving;

Rear Adm. Leonidas D, Coates, Jr., U.S.
Navy, for reappointment as Chief of Naval
Research;

Lt. Gen. Troup Miller, Jr. (major general,
Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force, to be
placed on the retired list in the grade of
lieutenant general;

Maj. Gen. Hewitt T. Wheless, Regular Air
Force, to be assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility designated by
the President, in the grade of lieutenant
general;

Lt. Gen. Robert Willlam Porter, Jr., Army
of the United States (major general, U.S.
Army), for appointment as senior U.S. Army
member of the Military Staff Committee of
the United Nations;

Maj. Gen, Leonard F. Chapman, Jr, U.S.
Marine Corps, for commands and other
duties determined by the President, for ap-
pointment to the grade of lieutenant general
while so serving;

Maj. Gen. Victor K. Krulak, U.S. Marine
Corps, for commands and other duties de-
termined by the President, for appointment
to the grade of lieutenant general while so
serving;

Rear Adm. Wallace M. Beakley, U.S. Navy,
for appointment to the grade of vice ad-
miral on the retired list, and

Brig. Gen. Robert Howard York, Army of
the United States (colonel, U.S. Army), and
sundry other officers, for temporary appoint-
ment in the Army of the United States.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, in addi-
tion, I report favorably 187 nominations
for appointment and promotion in the
Army in the grade of lieutenant colonel
and below, and 494 nominations for ap-
pointment in the Air Force in the grade
of major and below. Since these names
have already appeared in the CoNGRES-
s1oNAL REcorDp, in order to save the ex-
pense of printing on the Executive Cal-
endar, I ask unanimous consent that
they be ordered to lie on the Secretary’s
desk for the information of any Senator.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The nominations ordered to lie on the
desk are as follows:

Gordon L. Smith, and sundry other of-
ficers, for promotion in the Regular Army
of the United States;

Ralph J. Richards, and sundry other per-
sons, for appointment in the Regular Army;

William M. Redmond, and sundry other
persons, for appointment in the Regular Air
Force; and

Robert F. Allen, and sundry other distin-
guished military students of the Air Force
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps, for appoint-
ment in the Regular Air Force.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If
there be no further reports of commit-
tees, the nominations on the Executive
Calendar will be stated.

With-
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POSTMASTERS

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations of postmasters.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that these nom-
inations be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nominations will be
considered en bloe; and, without objec-
tion, they are confirmed.

U.8. COAST GUARD

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the U.S. Coast
Guard.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that these nom-
inations be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nominations will be
considered en bloc; and, without objec-
tion, they are confirmed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of the con-
firmation of all these nominations.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the President will be noti-
fied forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION
On motion of Mr. MansrieLp, the
Senate resumed the consideration of leg-
islative business.

REPORT ON CENTER FOR CULTURAL
AND TECHNICAL INTERCHANGE
BETWEEN EAST AND WEST

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate a letter from the Secre-
tary of State, transmitting, purusant to
law, a report on the operations of the
Center for Cultural and Technical In-
terchange Between East and West, for
the fiscal year 1962, which, with the ac-
companying report, was referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from
the Committee on Rules and Administration,
without amendment:

8. Res. 219. Resolution to print as a Sen-
ate document, with illustrations, a docu-
ment entitled “United States Astronauts,”
and ordering additional copies printed (Rept.
No. 644); and

S. Res. 225. Resolution authorizing addi-
tional expenditures by the Committee on
Appropriations.

AMENDMENT OF INTERNAL REVE-
NUE CODE OF 1954, TO REDUCE
INDIVIDUAL AND CORPORATE
INCOME TAXES—AMENDMENT
(AMENDMENT NO. 319)

Mr. HARTEE (for himself, Mr. RanN-
poLPH, Mr. McCarTHY, and Mr. JavIiTs)
submitted an amendment, intended to be
proposed by them, jointly, to the bill
(H.R. 8363) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1954 to reduce individual
and corporate income taxes, to make
certain structural changes with respect
to the income tax, and for other pur-
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poses, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Finance and ordered to be
printed.

CONSTRUCTION OF BUILDING BY
BUREAU OF WATER RE-
SOURCES—ADDITIONAL COSPON-
SOR OF BILL

Mr. DOMINICEK. Mr. President, at its
next printing, I ask unanimous consent
that the name of the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. McCLeELLAN] may be add-
ed as a cosponsor of the bill (3. 1610)
to authorize the Secretary of the In-
terior to set aside certain lands within
the National Capital Parks System in
Washington, D.C., for construction of a
building by the Bureau of Water Re-
sources of the National Rivers and Har-
bors Congress, and for other purposes,
introduced by me on May 27, 1963.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

NOTICE OF OUT-OF-TOWN HEAR-
ING ON S. 750, THE TRUTH-IN-
LENDING BILL

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Production and Stabil-
ization Subcommittee of the Senate Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, I wish
to announce the date and location of
the fourth field hearing on S. 750, the
truth-in-lending bill, which would re-
quire the full disclosure of finance
charges and interest rates in connec-
tion with the extension of personal
credit.

The out of town hearing will be held
on Friday and Saturday, November 22
and 23, 1963, at the Federal Post Of-
fice and Court House Building, Post Of-
fice Square, Boston, Mass., at 10 a.m.
each day.

All persons who wish to appear and
testify on this bill in Boston are re-
quested to notify Mr. Jonathan Lindley,
staff assistant, Senate Committee on
Banking and Currency, room 5300, New
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.,
telephone Capital 4-3121, extension
3921, as soon as possible.

CANDIDACY OF SENATOR SMITH
OF MAINE

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, in read-
ing the report on the President’s news
conference, I noted that he said that if
he were a Republican candidate running
in New Hampshire and were opposed by
the senior Senator from Maine [Mrs.
Smrra], he would be very much con-
cerned.

Perhaps the President should be ad-
vised that if he were a Democratic can-
didate running for office in New Hamp-
shire and were opposed by the senior
Senator from Maine, he would have rea-
son to be even more concerned.

Furthermore, I do not believe his con-
cern should be confined to the State of
New Hampshire, because I am sure that
should our beloved colleague the sen-
ior Senator from Maine become a can-
didate for national office, she would
sweep not only New Hampshire, but also
the neighboring States of New England
like a breeze, as the capable lady she is,
should sweep them.
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However, it is noticeable that interest
in the potential candidacy of the senior
Senator from Maine for national office
is not confined to New Hampshire or
Maine; and in this connection I shall ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD, as a part of my remarks, two
editorials. One was published in the
Washington Evening Star on November
12, and is entitled “God Bless '"Em.” This
editorial writer for the Washington Star
has a tendency to be a bit facetious in
writing the editorial, but I am sure that
as time goes on, if the senior Senator
from Maine becomes a serious candidate
for national office, the facetiousness will
wear off and the editorial writers for the
Star will realize that it is serious busi-
ness.

The second editorial is entitled “A
Woman President?” This editorial is
very thoughtful and well written, and
was published on November 9 in the Phil-
adelphia Inquirer.

I ask unanimous consent that both of
these short editorials be printed at this
point in the RECoRD.

There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the REcoRD,
as follows:

[From the Washington Evening Star, Nov. 12,
1963]
Gop BrEss 'Em

“Women are irrational; that's all there 1s
to that. Their heads are full of cotton, hay,
and rags.”

The voice was the voice of Henry Higgins,
but the words are the words of wisdom.
Never more so than now when a woman is
presenting herself as a candidate for Presi-
dent.

Never mind that the woman is MARGARET
CHasE SMrTH. Never mind that Mrs., SMITH
is one of the ornaments and lights of the
Senate, which for that matter, isn’t saying
as much as it once would have been. There
is principle involved. She's a woman, and
women are not, never have been, and never
will be, suited to an office like the Presidency.

Mrs. SMITH to one side, women are irra-
tional., They make lefthand turns from
righthand lanes. They are incapable of
grasping the elementary principle of main-
tainlng some remote relationship between
income and outgo. They eat pineapple and
cottage cheese for lunch. There isn't one of
them who has ever found out how to put
the cap back on a simple, ordinary tube of
toothpaste.

Can the American electorate be so bereft of
sense that they really want one of these
people for Chief Executive?

Certalnly not.

The Founding Fathers, In their profound
wisdom, anticipated just such an emergency.
To form a more perfect union and to insure
domestic tranquillity, the Constitution,
speaking of the President, says that he shall
hold his office for 4 years.

Clearly, no she can be a he. The whole
idea is unconstitutional.

[From the Philadelphia Inquirer, Nov. 9,
1963]
A WoMaN PRESIDENT?

Benator MarGARET CHASE SMITH has added
the woman's touch to the coming Presiden-
tlal campalgn by preparing to enter some
Republican primaries next spring.

A woman President is not an impossibility
in the United States. There is no law against
it and, considering the caliber of some of the
past male holders of the office, there is even
a great deal to be sald In favor of it. It may
not be easy for masculine egos to accept the
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picture of a madam President standing eye-
ball to eyeball with Premier Ehrushchev, or
throwing out the first ball at the start of a
major league season, but there was a time
when lady wrestlers weren't envisioned el-
ther.

In any list of women mentioned as possible
presidential aspirants, Mrs, SMITH'S name
must stand fairly high, on her record of 23
years’ service in both Houses of Congress.
Her refreshingly modest—and self-written—
blography in the Congressional Directory
reads merely: “MARGARET CHASE SMmITH, Re-
publican.” There is a Democratlc Congress-
man from Brooklyn who requires 52 lines
in the directory to tell his story.

There have been hints that what the wom-
an Senator from Maine is really seeking is
the vice-presidential nomination, and this,
to most political minds, seems to make more
sense.

By entering a few selected presidential pri-
maries, she can test her strength as a vote-
getter outside her own Btate and perhaps
convince the ultimate winner of the top
place on the ticket that a woman named
MAaRGARET CHASE SMITH is just the person he
needs for a running mate. She has noth-
ing to lose in such a venture, and—who
knows?—she might end up as the first Vice
President of her sex in America.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Vermont yield?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. There is an old
saying to the effect that variety is the
spice of life. I am delighted that now
the Republican Party has at least three
potential candidates in the field. I hope
there will be many more.

So far as the distinguished senior
Senator from Maine is concerned, she
graces her party with dignity and honor.
It is about time that the women began
to exert themselves and be recognized
in the field of politics. Such recognition
is long overdue.

Mr. ATKEN. It certainly is; and I
am glad to join the President and the
majority leader and other leaders in
both parties in taking seriously the pos-
sible candidacy of the senior Senator
from Maine, who would lend not only
grace but also distinetion and resolute-
ness to any office she might hold.

PRESIDENT SUKARNO OF
INDONESIA

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, this
morning’s edition of the Washington
Post carries a very interesting article
which states that yesterday the Ambas-
sador from Indonesia called upon the
Secretary of State and protested a speech
which I made on the floor of the Senate
the other day, in paying my disrespects
to Sukarno.

The article reads as follows:

INDONESIAN ENVOY PROTESTS “‘SLANDER"

Indonesian Ambassador Zalrin Zain pro-
tested to Secretary of State Dean Rusk yes-
terday what he termed the “slander” of In-
donesia and President Sukarno by Members

of Congress.

Zain handed Rusk a written protest in a
15-minute meeting at the State Depart-
ment.

Among those who criticized Indonesia was
Senator WAYNE Morsg, Democrat, of Oregon,
who charged during debate on the foreign
aid bill that Sukarno was corrupt.

Zain said he was wondering and stupified
that this would happen in a civilized coun-
try.
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The envoy sald the United States has the
rlgl:t. to sustain or curtall its ald to Indo-
nesia.

“But when you give ald,” he sald, “you
do not have the right to slander other na-
tions and chiefs of state.”

I do not know what the Secretary of
State told the Ambassador, and I am not
particularly interested in what he said,
although I hope the Secretary of State
explained to the Ambassador that the
United States is a democracy. Of course,
that word “democraey’ would not be un-
derstood in Indonesia. I hope the Sec-
retary told him that a democracy in the
United States operates under our con-
stitutional separation-of-powers doc-
trine. Apparently the Indonesian Am-
bassador does not know that there is
nothing the Secretary of State could do,
even if he would, about what I say on the
floor of the Senate whenever I think it is
in the interest of the country to say
whatever needs to be said.

Not only do I repeat, by reference,
every disrespect I paid in my speech the
other day to Mr. Sukarno, the tyrant of
Indonesia, but I wish to add that I con-
sider him not only a corruptionist, but
also a threat to the peace of Asia. He
is a dangerous aggressor. I believe the
United States should cut him off at the
pockets, because I do not think there is
the slightest justification for giving aid
to this aggressor.

MINE SAFETY IN METALLIC AND
NONMETALLIC MINES

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, dur-
ing the 84th Congress, the Honorable
Graham Barden, of North Carolina,
chairman of the House Committee on
Education and Labor, created a special
Subcommittee on Mine Safety in Metal-
lic and Nonmetallic Mines.

I was privileged to act as chairman
of that subcommittee, which included
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. ELLI-
orrl, the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
LanprumM], the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. Ruopes], and the gentleman from
Montana, Mr, Fjare.

I ask unanimous consent that the re-
port of that subcommittee, dated De-
cember 11, 1956, and printed as part of
voluminous hearings, which included
testimony from mine workers, operators,
and owners, and experts from the U.S.
Bureau of Mines and the Public Health
Service, be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

REPORT OF SUBCOMMITTEE ON MINE SAFETY
(MeTALLIC AND NONMETALLIC MINES)

The Subcommittee on Mine Safety In
Metalllc and Non-Metallic Mines of the
House Committee on Education and Labor
has studied safety conditions in those mines
by field inspections and observations in
Virginia, Hibbing, and Duluth, Minn,, in
Butte, Mont,, and Ouray, Colo., and has held
3 days of hearings in Washington where wit-
nesses from the mining industry, labor, the
U.S. Bureau of Mines, and the U.S. Public
Health Service were heard.

Based upon these on-the-spot investiga-
tions and observations by the subcommittee
members and upon the formal hearings, the
subcommittee is of the unanimous opinion
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that the overall subject of safety in the Na-
tion’s metallic and nonmetallic mines should
be given further study, and that additional
investigations should be made in Michigan,
Alabama, Colorado, the tristate area of Kan-
sas, Oklahoma, and Missourl, and such other
places as a subsequent committee might find
necessary.

The subcommittee recommends to the
chairman and to the full Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor of the U.S. House of
Representatives that a new subcommittee be
appointed in the 85th Congress, and that the
hearings mentioned above, plus such other
hearings as may be indicated, be held to the
end that the subject of safety in metallic and
nonmetallic mines be thoroughly explored.

Respectfully submitted.

Mr. METCALF. Subsequent legisla-
tion, which became Public Law 87-300,
authorized the Secretary of the Interior
to conduct a study and make recom-
mendations for improving safety and
health standards in the metallic and
nonmetallic mining industry.

Secretary Udall chose to do so by
creating the Mine Safety Study Board,
headed by Mr. Paul Boyajian. Ably as-
sisted by Mr. Thomas Shepich, Mr. Boya-
jian directed a 2-year study of 800 mines,
cuarries, and mills. The complete and
comprehensive report, based on data col-
lected by the Bureau of Mines, was re-
leased today. I ask unanimous consent
that the press release describing it be
printed at this point in the REcorD.

There being no objection, the press
release was ordered to be printed in the
RECcoRrD, as follows:

UpaLL REcoMMENDS CHANGES To IMPROVE
SAFETY STANDARDS IN THE METAL MINING
INDUSTRY
Recommendations for improving safety and

health standards in the Nation's metalllc

and nonmetallic mining industry have been
submitted in a report to Congress by Sec-
retary of the Interior Stewart L. Udall, fol-

lowing an intensive study authorized in 1961

under Public Law 87-300.

The recommendations would affect over
200,000 workers throughout the Nation and
are contained in a two-volume report, cover-
ing all mineral mining activity, except coal
and lignite, Secretary Udall said there were
over 10,000 lost-time injuries and more than
200 fatal accidents last year in the industries
covered by the report.

Secretary Udall's major recommendations
call for:

Establishment of advisory committees on
which representatives of labor and manage-
ment would serve to assist in the develop-
ment of health and safety codes applicable
to mineral mining and related operations.

Institutions of formal health and safety
inspections and reports in mineral mines and
related plants in accordance with developed
codes of health and safety, as well as in-
vestigation of fatal accidents.

Provision for accurate and timely employ-
ment and Injury reports on mineral and
mining activities.

Secretary Udall also strongly urged that
improved safety education programs for em-
ployees, supervisors, and operators be de-
veloped throughout the mineral industry.

The report was prepared by a Mine Safety
Study Board headed by Mr. Paul Boyajian
who guided the 2-year study, and the De-
partment's Bureau of Mines.

Field teams staffed by the Bureau of Mines
conducted health and safety studies at 800
mines, quarries, and mills which comprised a
representative sample of metal mining activi-
ties. In addition, investigations of as many
as possible of the fatal accidents during the
2-year period were conducted by field teams.
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Board Chairman Boyajian sald that a
welcome and significant improvement should
result from congressional adoption of Secre-
tary Udall’s recommendations.

“The study has shown us what the major
causes of injuries and fatalities are,” he
said, “and it has indicated a need for posi-
tive action. The Secretary’s recommenda-
tions propose programs under which
management, labor, and State and Federal
agencies can cooperate to help make the
Nation’s metal and nonmetal mines safer
places in which to work.”

Coples of the report are available for in-
spection at the Mine Safety Study Board,
room 5546, Department of the Interior,
Washington, D.C.

Mr. METCALF. Neither regulations
nor legislation will eliminate mine acci-
dents. But this excellent report and its
recommendations aim at the heart of
the problem areas of safety and health.
If carried out, the recommendations will
go a long way toward reducing deaths
and serious injuries in the industry.

CHEMICAL PESTICIDES

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, it
is now more than 1 year since Rachel
Carson pierced the appalling veil of ig-
norance and indifference which had
shrouded this Nation’s massive misuse
of chemical pesticides for over a decade.

It is now 6 months since President
Kennedy’s Science Advisory Committee
acknowledged the potent hazards inher-
ent in the undisciplined and unregulated
application of chemical pesticides.

During this interval the Senate has
acted, and acted wisely, following the
lead of the determined and enlightened
junior Senator from Connecticut, to
eliminate the unconseionable practice of
protest registrations. This practice now
permits a manufacturer to market with-
out warning a pesticide which has been
declared hazardous as long as the manu-
facturer is appealing the Department’s
decision.

The Ribicoff bill, S. 1605, is a needed
first step. A rational second step now
awaits action by the Senate Commerce
Committee: S. 1251, to require that pes-
ticide labels inform the user of the prod-
uct’s potential hazard to fish or wildlife.

Last week, Carl W. Buchheister, presi-
dent of the National Audubon Society,
made a strong and reasoned plea for the
enactment of this legislation.

Speaking to the society’s 59th conven-
tion in Miami, Mr, Buchheister protested
the failure of the Department of Agri-
culture either to respond appropriately
to the evidence of the misuse of pesti-
cides or to support S. 1251:

Why doesn't the farmer, or the gardener,
or the timber grower have a right to know
if, by using a certain chemical he will en-
danger the birds that frequent his fields or
woods?

One farmer may choose to use this chemi-
cal, anyway, but at least he has a right to
know. Another farmer, the one who values
his wildlife, may choose a less toxic chemiecal,
or turn to an alternate method of insect
control.

A question put to the convention by
Mr. Buchheister is a question well worth
repeating here: “Why doesn’t the De-
partment of Agriculture want the con-
sumer to have the facts?”
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It is my sincere hope, Mr. President,
that before the close of this year the
Department of Agriculture will see fit to
exercise its responsibility not only to
the pesticide manufacturers but to every
American who is concerned for the con-
servation of our fish and wildlife re-
sources and that the Department will
see fit to endorse S. 1251.

If too many future winters pass un-
attended, we shall yet live to witness the
coming of the “Silent Spring.”

I ask unanimous consent that the New
York Times account of this speech be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

UNITED STATES Is AssSaiLED OVER PESTICIDES—
ConsuMER Is Nor PROTECTED, AUDUBON
HEeap CHARGES

(By John C. Devlin)

Mrami, November 9.—The Agriculture De-
partment was accused today of being more
interested in helping to sell pesticide chemi-
cals than in protecting the consumer’s rights
and welfare.

Carl W. Buchheister, head of the National
Audubon Soclety, made the accusation. He
also criticized the Department as having
opposed “a bill in Congress which would
require a warning to be printed on the pack-
age if a chemical pesticide is toxie to wild-
life.”

Mr. Buchhelster spoke at the society's
b69th convention in the Everglades Hotel,

Earlier, Interior Secretary Stewart L. Udall
urged that the United States should set an
example for the world in the field of con-
servation and related problems aflecting
man’s environment.

Mr. Buchheister said that conservation-
ists were cheered last May when President
Kennedy's Scilence Advisory Committee is-
sued a strongly worded report that only con-
firmed Miss Rachel Carson's warning (in her
book, “Silent Spring,” against indiscriminate
use of chemical pesticides).

SEES WARNING UNHEEDED

The Committee, he said, also called for
drastic changes in Government policies and
controls affecting pesticides.

“I am afraid,” he said, “some of us may
have been lulled into complacency by that
report, For, surely, if a White House Com-
mittee makes such recommendations, one
would expect the executive bureaus to take
heed. Such has not been the case.

“Despite the strongly worded recommen-
dations, and the unmistakable English of the
President’s Committee, agencies of the De-
partment of Agriculture have continued to
use DDT, dieldrin, aldrin and other highly
toxic and highly persistent insecticides in
many of their spraying programs.

“They have continued to promote and rec-
ommend the same residual polsons to farm-
ers, timber growers, and gardeners.

“Here and there, where the public pro-
test was sufficlently angry, a somewhat safer
insecticide, such as malathion or sevin, has
been substituted for DDT in a forest-spray-
ing operation.”

DESCRIBES BILLS

“If this were not s0,"” he said, “the branch
would not oppose, as it has opposed, the
bills introduced in Congress by Congressman
JouN DmvceLr, Michigan Democrat, and Sen-
ator MavrRINE NEUBERGER, Oregon Democrat,

“One of the Dingell-Neuberger bills would
merely require that if a given pesticide
chemiecal is toxic to wild animals, and if haz-
ards to fish and wildlife were involved in the
outdoor use of that chemical, those facts
should be printed on the package.

“Why doesn’t the farmer, or the gardener
or the timber grower have a right to know if,
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by using a certain chemical, he will endanger
the birds that frequent his fields or woods?

“One farmer may choose to use this chem-
ical anyway, but at least he has a right to
know. Another farmer, the one who values
his wildlife, may choose a less toxic chemi-
cal, or turn o an alternate method of insect
control.

“Why doesn't the Department of Agricul-
ture want the consumer to have the facts?”

SHORTAGE OF HORSEBREAKERS

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, a
young lady from Casper College in Cas-
per, Wyo., has taken strong exception
to a remark by my friend and colleague,
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MEeT-
carr] that the rugged men of the West
are gone. Itseems that one of the Sena-
tor’s constituents, a rancher, could find
no one in Montana to break horses.

I assure my colleague that it “taint
necessarily so.” In the words of my
friend from Casper, “the rugged men
of the West are going to Casper College.”

Mr. President, I should like to quote
briefly from a letter written by my Cas-
per correspondent, Miss Jean Ann Dunn:

“We are mighty proud of the fact that
we have the national Intercollegiate cham-
pion rodeo team, and all the boys work on
ranches in the summer to earn money for
school. Casper College was the only 2-year
institution in the Nation to enter a team
in the finals, and they not only walked away
with the team trophy but claimed two in-
dividual champions, bulldogging and bull
riding.

I suggest most respectfully to my col-
league from Montana that his locution
on the demise of the cowboys in western
America is perhaps applicable to Mon-
tana, which may be devoid of such rugged
individuals. They are still legion in the
Equality State.

This was readily substantiated by the
national intercollegiate rodeo finals seen
on ABC's “Wide World of Sports,” No-
vember 2. Three of the boys in that
program are in Casper, Wyo., this year,
and will be defending their titles in 1964.

For my colleagues who witnessed the
November 2 showing, I would hardly
need to expound on the qualities of the
cowboy’s performance. The team cap-
tain for the event was Dick Claycomb,
who was also student body president at
Casper College. He is now at the Uni-
versity of Wyoming at Laramie. An-
other rodeo participant, Bill Henry, is
head of the Agriculture Department at
Casper College, and is also a university
graduate, so is Dale Styles, team coach.

I understand that Bill Henry has writ-
ten the Senator froin Montana to assure
him that Casper College does have some
real first-class horsebreakers, rugged
men of the West with good horsesense,
so I say to my colleague that if his State,
which has the distinetion of lying im-
mediately north of Wyoming is bereft
of cowboys and the personalities which
are traditionally associated with the
West, he might ask his constituent, who
needs cowboys, to correspond with the
good people of Casper College. There
can be found the rugged western cow-
boys Montana needs to staff her many
beautiful ranches.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
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Mr. SIMPSON. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from Montana.

Mr. METCALF. I am glad that the
junior Senator from Wyoming has
praised Casper College. Casper College
deserves the praise of all of us in the
West for the rugged boys and girls who
go there and participate in rodeos.

I remind the Senator that a letter
from a constituent of mine stating that
he was unable to hire a competent horse
wrangler and broncpeeler in Montana
gave rise to the discussion which we are
having today. He said that he would
have to have the Department of Labor
declare that there was a shortage of
such broncpeelers in Montana.

That statement resulted in the state-
ments I previously made on the floor of
the Senate. Some comment was made
on the subject in the Saturday Evening
Post. Iask unanimous consent that that
article which was published in the Sat-
urday Evening Post be printed at this
point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Say NEIGH, SENATOR, SAY NEIGH

Way out West, where men used to be men,
& sad, sad thing has happened. Not a man
on the old frontier can bust a bronec. At
least that's what Senator LEe MercaLr, of
Montana, reported to his colleagues recently.

A rancher near Helena, in need of hired
help recently, was unable, 1t seems, to hire
a competent horsebreaker or trainer. The
rancher finally found a horsebreaker in Aus-
tralia who agreed to come to Montana. But
before the Australian could enter this coun-
try, the Department of Labor had to certify
that qualified horsebreakers were unavail-
able in the United States.

Alas, the Labor Department did so certify.
No broncbusters were available. The global
implications of such an admission were rec-
ognized by Senator Mercarr. “Mr. Presi-
dent,” he said in the Senate, “what will the
American image be abroad If it becomes
known that the Nation of cowboys and Indi-
ans, which exports hundreds of western
movles, where even former Presidents read
western novels, has to Import a horse wran-
gler from the other side of the world?"

What, indeed? We share the Senator's
sorrow. Of course, a8 he explained, Mon-
tana is not to blame. Montana's horse-
breakers, as the Senator noted, “are busy
picking up top money in rodeos in other
States.”

But this is a national problem, bigger
than any State. American manhood has
been sullled. The national pride has suf-
fered a grievous wound, It shows what can
happen to a nation while it sits around
watching westerns on TV.

Mr. METCALF. Since I made my
speech I have heard that there are com-
petent horsebreakers in Pasadena. From
New South Wales I have received a letter
in which an Australian has written that
he not only would come to Montana to
break horses but would also bring a
friend along.

In this morning’s mail I have a letter
from a former Montanan who is now in
Nebraska. He says that he would like to
come back and break horses in Montana.

But the problem in Montana is the
same as the problem in Wyoming. The
horsebreakers of Montana are out com-
peting in rodeos. We are winning the
Calgary Stampede and the Madison
Square Garden Rodeo. Yes, indeed, we
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are even winning in the Frontier Days
down in Cheyenne, Wyo.—in the State
which the Senator represents. We have
the incomparable Lindermans, the great
Benny Reynolds, and the Greenoughs.
They are making so much money com-
peting in rodeos around the country that
they cannot do their job at home break-
ing horses.

I believe that the Senator will find
that those wonderful boys and girls at
Casper College are just like the ones at
Montana State College who had pre-
viously won a national rodeo contest.
They are so interested in becoming chem-
ists, physicists, and economists that they
are going to give up the business of
horsebreaking after they leave college,
and intend to go into some other trade
that is a little more lucrative.

I have written to the president of
Casper College and suggested that he give
me the name of anyone who desires to
come up and work for my constituents.
They will see that he gets a job.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
InouYyE in the chair). The time of the
Senator has expired.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Wyoming may have an additional
3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MORSE, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. SIMPSON. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. I am delighted to listen
to the testimonials about these wonderful
rodeos in Montana, Wyoming, Texas,
and in all the other Western States.
They are wonderful rodeos. I have at-
tended some of them. They are great
shows. However, I should like note to
be taken of the fact that the majority
of them are put on by the Christian
Bros. Rodeo of Eugene, Oreg. They
have become the greatest promoters of
rodeos in the country. We owe them
a great debt of gratitude for keeping the
old frontier alive in Montana, Wyoming,
and other States. They certainly are
great performances.

Mr. METCALF. We are delighted
that the Christian Bros. are part of
these rodeos, which give the cowboys
and cowgirls in Wyoming and Montana
an opportunity to perform.

Mr, SIMPSON. Having lived in Mon-
tana and having worked in the coal
mines at Red Lodge, I know the Green-
oughs very well. The Greenoughs are
a fine family, as the Senator from the
great Treasure State of Montana well
knows. I suppose we must reach the
conclusion that many of the cowboys
and cowgirls of today are going to
college,

ARCTIC RESEARCH—ITS IMPOR-
TANCE AND PROSFPECTS AT THE
UNIVERSITY OF ALASEKA

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, in
this shrinking planet which we inhabit—
shrinking by virtue of man’s inventive-
ness and his accelerating discoveries in
the multiple fields of science—the polar
regions are coming in for increased at-
tention and study. Population ex-
plosion inevitably evokes greater inter-
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est in the long unexplored and still unset-
tled regions of the earth. Of these, the
most conspicuous are the arctic and sub-
arctic, which are bordered exclusively
by seven nations—the United States,
Canada, Soviet Russia, the three Scan-
dinavian countries, Norway, Sweden,
and Denmark—with its Greenland out-
post—and Finland. It is fair to say that
these nations include the most civilized
people on earth. It includes those who
have made the greatest progress in sci-
entific research and scientific accom-
plishment.

The United States, whose front on the
Arctic is embodied solely in Alaska, the
49th State, has, regrettably, lagged in
arctic and subarctic research. It has
lagged behind Soviet Russia, which oc-
cupies the longest arctic and subarctic
front. In some respects the United
States has lagged behind the free peo-
ples of Scandinavia.

However, I am happy to report that
this important area of our earth—im-
portant actually and potentially—is now
due for increased and accelerated atten-
tion. The focus of this attention and
new effort is naturally the University of
Alaska. It isour farthest north institu-
tion of higher learning. It is a land-
grant college established during the ad-
ministration of President Woodrow Wil-
son, through the efforts of Alaska's Dele-~
gate in Congress in 1915, James Wicker-
sham. For many years it was an under-
nourished and half-starved institution
known as the Alaska Agricultural Col-
lege and School of Mines. It became
the University of Alaska in 1935. It
owes its survival during those lean years
largely to the dedication and determina-
tion of its first president, Charles Ernest
Bunnell, who held that office for a guar-
ter of a century.

The entry of the University of Alaska
in the field of research began 17 years
ago, when, in the administration of
President Harry Truman, Alaska Dele-
gate E. L. BARTLETT, now my colleague in
the Senate, secured an authorization and
appropriation for the Geophysical In-
stitute.

Now, under the dynamic leadership of
President William R. Wood, the univer-
sity is moving to take advantage of its
geographical position as the obvious and
indeed the only center under the Ameri-
can flag where arctic and subarctic re-
search can be carried on. For the Uni-
versity of Alaska and its 2,250-acre cam-
pus, 4 miles west of Fairbanks, lies
only 120 miles south of the Arctic Cir-
cle. The importance of having the
United States become knowledgeable and
expert in this vast area is clear. It is
important to our national security. It
is important that we catch up with the
Russians, who have made the greatest
advances in familiarizing themselves
with all matters concerned with living in
the Arctic and developing its resources.
It is important in connection with the
exploration of space.

Living in the Aretic has its special
problems just as does living in the Trop-
ics. Now that mankind, the greater part
of whose population has long lived pre-
dominantly in the temperate zones, is
moving to occupy these previously less
inhabited areas of the globe, much more
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knowledge about them is needed. That
is particularly true of the Aretic, which
has in the very last few years become a
great flyway between the three conti-
nents of the Northern Hemisphere. The
University of Alaska therefore has a
great role and a great destiny, which is
not merely of national but of worldwide
significance.

An excellent article on the university’s
immediate prospects and purposes was
written for the New York Times, by Law-
rence E. Davies, its west coast corre-
spondent. I ask unanimous consent to
have this article printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

Arasga To PusH ArcTic RESEARCH—WORK ON
$44 MrnrioN CENTER TO START NEXT SPRING
(By Lawrence E. Davles)

CoLLEGE, ALasxa, November 9—On a mag-
nificent hilltop site 4 miles outside of Fair-
banks, the University of Alaska is preparing
to begin construction of the first unit of a
proposed $44 million Arctic Research Center.

As viewed by its planers and put into
words by Elmer Rasmuson, an Anchorage
banker who heads the university’'s hoard of
regents, “the University of Alaska will be-
come the center of arctic and. subarctic re-
search for a free world.”

The concept is similar to that which led
to the creation of the Soviet Union’s great
research center, with a heavy concentration
of sclentific talent, at Novoslbirsk on the
Trans-Siberian Railroad.

The university’s officials point to con-
tinued emphasis on research in Antarctica by
this country, but they hold that American
efforts in the arctic and the subarctic “have
been less satisfactory.”

They note that the Russians have taken
different view. Both the Soviet Union and
Canada, in their opinion, show greater reali-
zation of the importance of their northern
reglons than the United States has exhibited
toward its own.

Dr. William R. Wood, the university's
president, enthusiastically pointed out the
site this week, on the 2,250-acre campus, of
a biological sciences research building.
Alaskans, last fall, approved a $3.56 million
issue of general obligation bonds for it.
Construction is scheduled to start next
spring.

The site for the center is 100 miles south
of the Arctic Circle.

SUPERIOR LOCATION

This week, in zero weather, with the sun
setting at around 3 p.m. on a snow-blanketed
landscape, the aurora borealis, or north-
ern lights, offered a spectacular evening show
in the Fairbanks area. It emphasized the
university’s superior location for the study
of aurora phenomena involving charged par-
ticles ejected from the sun.

According to Dr. Victor Hessler, whose
color photographs of aurora have attracted
worldwide attention among scientists, more
work has been done on optical aurora studies
here than elsewhere on the North American
Continent.

The wuniversity is one of 11 world data
centers for observations made d the
International Geophysical Year, 1957-58.

The aurora studies, along with those of
magnetic storms, polar blackouts, and glaci-
ology plus & rocket program, have been pur-
sued by the university's Geophysical Insti-
tute established by Congress in 1949,

Eeith B. Mather, an Australian physicist
recently appointed head of the Institute by
Joint action of the university and the Na-
tional Academy of Sclences sald activities
were belng initiated in the fields of sels-
mology and volcanology.
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“At a later stage,” he added, “we may go
into oceanography. We can do unusual
things up here because of the complete cover
of arctic ice. And the Navy is extremely
interested in the Arctic for submarine activ-
itles."

TU.S. AID EXPECTED

Dr. Eenneth M. Rae, vice president of the
university for research and advanced study,
a Scottish-born oceanographer who has di-
rected the university’'s Institute of Marine
Sclence since its creation by the State legis-
lature in 1961, said the $44 million figure ad-
vanced for the Arctic Research Center would
cover buildings and “modest logistic sup-
port” during a 7-year period.

The Federal Government is counted upon

for a considerable part of the funds, especi-
ally since Federal agencies such as the Public
Health Service plan bulldings in the center
area.
The Arctic Research Laboratory at Polnt
Barrow, directed by Dr. Max Brewer, is oper-
ated by the university for the Office of Naval
Research.

A new Institute of Arctic Biology has been
set up, under the direction of Dr. Lawrence
Irving an early director of the Barrow lab-
oratory, to study how man and animals
adapt to meet the rigors of the arctic en-
vironment.

The university’s research activities also em-
brace those in an Institute of Economics
and Government.

THE OTEPKA CASE

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, a
few days ago the distinguished Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Doppl brought
the Otepka case to the attention of Sena-
tors and pointed out the very difficult
position Senate committees would find
themselves in if it continued to be held
that the executive branch could prevent
any of its employees from coming before
Senate committees, either by threaten-
ing them with dismissal or by verbally
preventing them from testifying under
that threat.

Mr. Richard Wilson wrote an ex-
tremely good article published in the
Washington Star last night, entitled
“The Firing of Otto F. Otepka,” which I
believe brings out the facts clearly. He
points out specifically that Mr. Otepka is
a fine security officer, and that the com-
plaint is that he conformed to the statute
which permits employees of Federal
agencies to testify before Senate commit-
tees on request, rather than covering up
and taking care of the rules and regula-
tions of the Secretary of State, Mr. Rusk.

I believe this is sufficiently important
and of sufficient interest to warrant be-
ing brought to the attention of those who
read the CONGRESSIONAL REcoRD, and I
ask unanimous consent to have this arti-
cle printed in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

THE FmRine oF Orro F. OTEPEA: BECURITY
OFFICER CALLED FOE OF TRICKINESS AND
LaxiTY AND His DISCHARGE SHABBY

(By Richard Wilson)

Otto F. Otepka, who has been fired by Sec-
retary Dean Rusk, is described as the last
old-line security officer holding a top posi-

tion in the Department of State. In other
words, there has been a housecleaning of per-
sonnel security officials in the Kennedy ad-
ministration to remove the last traces of the
tougher policies of previous administrations.

Mr. Otepka was a Government employee
for 27 years, pursuing the perilous career of
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investigating and evaluating the loyalty,
stability, and integrity of applicants for Fed-
eral employment. He was rated excellent by
those who judge the efficiency of Government
employees. He received Meritorious
Bervice Award from Secretary of State John
Foster Dulles.

Mr. Otepka was fired for telling the truth
to the Senate Internal Security Subcommit-
tee on sloppy and tricky practices in the en-
forcement of personnel security regulations
in the State Department. He undercut his
superiors, the unforgivable sin of Federal
bureaucracy.

This he did under the protection of United
States Code, title 5, paragraph 6562 (DC),
which states that the right of a civil service
employee to give information to Congress
shall not be denied or interfered with.

Without guile, Mr. Otepka, frankly and
openly and in deflance of his superiors, co-
operated with counsel for the Internal Secu-
rity Subcommittee to furnish further sup-
port for the subcommittee’'s conclusion that
the enforcement of personnel security in the
State Department is lax and dangerous.

For this, Mr. Otepka was accused of giv~
ing the subcommittee secret or restricted
information—information, by the way, which
was so Innocuous and trifiing in its security
content as to be laughable.

To pin the goods on Mr. Otepka, his asso-
clates in the State Department tapped his
telephone. They locked him out of his office
and denied him access to his files. They
riffled through his wastebasket and explored
his “burn bag,” a container into which tell-
tale scraps of paper must be dumped for
burning. He was openly humiliated before
other employees.

Mr. Otepka got worse than he ever gave
to any applicant for Federal employment, for
he was widely known as rational and careful
in this highly sensitive business.

The conclusion cannot be escaped that the
worst offense this rational and careful em-
ployee commitied was to have been con-
nected with the more strictly applied secu-
rity regulations of the past. He was con-
nected with former officials whose memory
is hated In some State Department quarters.
And when he saw laxity and trickiness de-
veloping in personnel security he would not
be stilled by any fear of losing his job or the
condemnation of his superiors,

Mr. Otepka denies the specific charges
brought against bim, mainly of clipping off
the classification stamps on the documentary
evidence he supplied the Senate subcom-
mittee. )

He did not do it, he says, and it will be
very hard to prove that he did, for the evi-
dence as presented is flimsily circumstantial,
What Mr. Otepka does not deny is that he
testified before the committee in response
to its request and helped counsel for the
committee frame questions that would show
the lax practices of his associates and su-
periors,

In the process of getting rid of Mr. Otepka,
one State Department employee is accused
of higher venality than Mr. Otepka himself,
This employee is charged with lying under
oath in denying the tapping of Mr. Otepka's
telephone.

The whole business is unsavory and shabby
in some of its aspects, and no more so than
in the basic doetrine behind Mr, Otepka’s
discharge. For this, and little else in the
Otepka case, Secretary Rusk must bear re-
sponsibility, He placed the matter of em-
ployee loyalty, operating through channels
and playing on the team ahead of the more
important matter of the efliciency and ef-
fectiveness of Government policy.

Now there is to be a transparently mean-
ingless process of appeal on Mr. Otepka's
discharge in which Mr. Rusk and President
Kennedy will pass on their own decisions.

The Otepka case probably never will be-
come a flaming public issue, and this is too
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bad because it so aptly illustrates the Ken-
nedy administration technique of diversion
and counteraction when it comes under sup-
ported criticism, This was the case in the
Billie Sol Estes scandal, in the TFX investi-
gation, in the resignation of Navy Secretary
Korth, and now once again when a strong
case has been made against the personnel
security policies of the State Department.

WHEAT GRADING STANDARD$

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, over
a period of time, I and many other people
have asked the Agriculture Department
to do something about tightening up our
standards for wheat. At present, it is
perfectly apparent that because of the
broad gradations between various stand-
ards of wheat, the quality of our wheat
which is used for export does not match
the quality of similar standards of wheat
from Canada, or even from the Argen-
tine.

I have asked the Agriculture Depart-
ment to impose standards which would
give us a competitive situation with
other countries in the world.

A very good article was published in
the Denver Post recently in respect to
this problem. I ask unanimous consent
that it may be printed in the REcCORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

WHEAT GRADING STANDARDS ATTACKED
(By Dick Prouty)

A Colorado farmer harvests top quality
wheat and delivers 10 truckloads of it to a
country elevator.

According to the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture, it contains less than a pound of un-
desirable material—dirt, broken kernels,
pebbles—per 60-pound bushel.

Then the wheat is moved to a larger ter-
minal elevator, where, according to USDA
grading standards, it may contain more than
8 pounds of undesirable material and still
qualify as top-grade wheat.

So the 10 truckloads are mixed with 1
truckload of corn, corncobs, milo, plastic
pellets, or other handy refuse.

It still qualifies as top-grade wheat, but
now instead of 10 truckloads of wheat, there
are 11 eligible for Government subsidy at the
rate of 14 cents a bushel.

PAY FOR RUBBISH?

If the ratio holds for the 1.2 milllon bush-
els of America’s surplus wheat, then the tax-
payers, including the farmer who grew the
grain, are paying $16.8 million a year for
storing 120 million bushels of rubbish.

But the story doesn't stop there, says Her-
bert Hughes, Imperial, Nebr., wheat farmer,
elevator operator, foreign trade expert, mem-
ber of the Nebraska Wheat Commission, and
chairman of a committee on grain standards
for a farmer's organization, the Great Plains
Wheat, Inc., of Garden City, Eans.

The dellberate adulteration is costing the
United States millions of dollars in wheat
sales in Europe, South America, and Asia,
Hughes believes. Those sales would help
offset the U.8. foreign trade deficit, and help
the farmer, he said.

It has also let some grain elevator opera-
tors reap tremendous profits—$142,793,700
will be paid for wheat storage this year, ac-
cording to the USDA. The C-G-F Grain Co.,
Salina, Kans., alone received $24.6 million in
1962, Government reports show, Hughes said.

FARMS STORE LITTLE

On-farm grain storage by the farmers
themselves accounts for only a small per-
centage of the $142.7 million total, he said,
noting $120.4 million of 1962 payments
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amounted to $500,000 or more, “hardly an
on-farm type operation.”

“The present grain grading standards are
80 broad as to be yirtually meaningless”
Hughes said, “No one questions we ship the
dirtiest wheat in the world—we can prove
that we do, and who wants to pay $1.79 a
bushel for dirt, plus the freight charge?”

To help correct these situations several
wheat farmer organizations have petitioned
the marketing service of the USDA to revise
the grain grading standards—specifically
limit undesirable materials to 3 percent—less
than a pound a bushel.

Naturally, the elevator operators, especially
the ones who store great quantities of grain,
are against the proposed changes because
their profits would be reduced.

Jimmy H. Dean, general manager of the
Farmers Cooperative Community Co., Hutch-
inson and Wichita, Eans., on August 29 wrote
in the company Farmers News Digest that
tighter quality control would hurt farmers
where it hurts most—in the pocketbook,

“The net result (of a change In grade
standards),” he wrote, will be “a lower price
to the wheatgrower, headaches to elevators
* * *" and he warned of discounts to be
charged farmers if the changes are imple-
mented,

Farmers Cooperative received $3.6 million
in storage payments last year.

Hughes, who has traveled abroad to find
out firsthand about grain marketing, listed
these advantages of the tightened standards,
; they are approved and put into eflect next

ay:

Forelgn buyers would order Increased
amounts of wheat for cash with the imme-
diate twofold result of decreasing the amount
of grain in storage and reducing the Nation’s
foreign trade deficit.

“Of course, as we are able to increase ex-
ports, the co-ops which are big storage cen-
ters would lose storage fees from the Com-
modity Credit Corporation, which has title
to all the surplus grain,” Hughes said.

“It helps to realize that a profit on a sale
to a foreign buyer is less than a cent a
bushel," he sald.

EXPORTERS MUM

Hughes said the exporters have pretty well
stayed “on the sidelines” of the grading con-
troversy,

“The effect of revised standards,” he said,
“would not be only to decrease Government
payments for handling (5 cents a bushel)
and storage of surplus wheat, at a savings to
the taxpayers, but also to increase cash in-
come to the country.”

“Most of all, if foreign demands for wheat
can be met competitively, the farmer can
begin to look for increased acreage—he can
grow more and thus gain in the long run,”
Hughes said.

A farmer now receives about $1.80 a
bushel for top grade wheat, depending upon
local conditions.

Currently only a third of the 650 million
bushels of wheat exported annually is paid
for in cash, Hughes said. The remainder is
paid for with foreign currencies, which the
United States must spend within the pur-
chasing nation.

ONE BILLION INCREASE

The gross export figure could be raised
to 900 million or a billion bushels, the dif-
ference being new dollars, Hughes believes.

On October 14, 1960, after a 30-day in-
spection tour of European grain centers Dean
reported:

‘“We must exert every effort to keep clean-
out (undesirable materials) at a minimum if
we are to effectively compete [for foreign
wheat markets],” Dean sald, in a published
account of his trip.

The fate of the proposed grade standard
changes is uncertain, but after a series of
State wheatgrowers association conventions
in November and December in Colorado,
Kansas, Nebraska, Wyoming, Montana, Texas,
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Oregon, and Washington, the issue is ex-
pected to be discussed widely.

A formal stand on the proposal is ex-
pected at the convention of the National
Association of Wheat Growers in Amarillo,
Tex., January 7-10.

Other conventions will be November 23,
Akron, Colo., November 6-7, Dodge City,
Kans.; November 14-16, Alllance, Nebr. (in-
cludes Wyoming assoclation); December 5,
Wichita Falls, Tex.

THE BIRCH SOCIETY

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
there has come to my attention an inter-
esting and penetrating analysis of cer-
tain aspects of the opinions and prinei-
ples of Robert Welch and his disciples in
the Birch Society. This is in the form
of the letter to the editor of the Santa
Barbara News-Press, written by a friend
of mine and former editor of the Arkan-
sas Gazette, Mr. Harry Ashmore. .

I ask unanimous consent that the let-
ter be printed in the body of the REcORD
as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRrb,
as follows:

SANTA BARBARA, CALIF.,
November 1, 1963.
To the EpiToR,
Santa Barbara News-Press,
Santa Barbara, Calif.

Dear Str: The issues raised by the John
Birch Soclety have been brought into clearer
focus by the coincidence of :

1. Robert Welch’s public reiteration of his
previous semiprivate charges that President
Eisenhower i8 a traitor, and that the late
John Foster Dulles was an active Communist
Party member from 1919 forward.

2. Senator BArrRY GOLDWATER'S belated
public letter to T. M. Storke, of the Santa
Barbara News-Press, in which he expressed
disagreement with Mr. Welch but said he
would not turn his back on the John Birch
Society because this would brand honest
conservatives with guilt by association.

3. The anguished open letter to Mr. Welch
by Morrie Ryskind, the Los Angeles Times
columnist and former JBS member, in which
he characterized Mr. Welch’s public state-
ment as a “foul blow to conservatism”—
“wickedly unfair,” not to Messrs. Eisenhower
and Dulles, but to the Birchers because “like
it or not, you speak as the head of JBS and
thus brand your members with the same
beliefs.”

Mr. Ryskind defines Mr. Welch’s most seri-
ous error as violation of a tenet of the Birch
faith, which holds that “only a damned fool
provides ammunition to the enemy.”

It seems to me a grave injustice is being
done Mr. Welch by his sometime followers
and coldeologists.

Conslderation of Mr. Welch’s charges
against Messrs. Eisenhower and Dulles neces-
sarily begins with the gquestion of whether
or not Mr. Welch believes them to be true.

If he has knowingly made false charges
for political effect he is, of course, & scoun-
drel beneath contempt.

But I do not think this is the case., I
think Mr. Welch does believe that not only a
distinguished career soldier who became a
Republican President, and his Secretary of
State, were conscious Communist conspira-
tors, but that many if not most of the other
key American leaders of this generation are
equally guilty. This being the case, it is Mr.
Ryskind who is guilty of a “foul blow.” A
patriotic citizen who is convinced that his
government is riddled with treason cannot
be called a damned fool for saying so; on the
contrary he would be a poltroon if he did
not respond to the clear moral obligation to
sound a warning from the housetops. The
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possible discomfiture of his associates is not
a valid consideration.

Nor do I believe that Mr, Welch's charges
can be called illogical (balderdash was Mr.
Ryskind's word) by anyone who accepts the
premise upon which he has founded the
John Birch Society. Indeed, it seems to me
that Mr. Welch's conclusion is the only pos-
sible one for any loyal Bircher, and that it
is not only proper to associate the leader’s
views with that of the membership, but that
it is logically impossible to disassoclate them.

The basis of the John Birch action pro-
gram—which includes impeachment of Chief
Justice Warren, withdrawal from U.N., etc.—
is the JBS estimate of the extent of “Com-
munlist control” of the nations of the world.
This has been set forth in the Scoreboard of
American Opinion magazine, an official pub-
lication of the John Birch Soclety, with find-
ings as of June 1, 1963.

American Opinion rates the various na-
tions on a scale which estimates the Com-
munist influence, as a percentage of “Total
Control” (capitalization American Opinion's,
as reprinted in Facts About UNICEF). In
the case of avowedly Communist states, such
as Russia, Poland, Byelourussia, etc., the
rating is naturally 100 percent.

On this scale no place on earth is immune;
the lowest rating is Ireland’s at 0 to 20; Na-
tionalist China is at 10 to 20; Spain rises to
20 to 30; and such a presumed antl-Com-
munist bastion as Pakistan shows up with
30 to B0 percent.

On the Birch scale the United States is
around the bend, with a rating of 50-70 per-
cent Communisi total control. American
Opinion compares this total control figure
with an estimate of actual Communist Party
membership in the United States, which it
places at a mere 10,000.

The point of this is inescapable. No one
could assume that 10,000 Communist Party
members could exert 50 to T0 percent total
control over a democratic republic the size
of the United States. Such control could
only be exercised at the very top echelons
of government, by conscious Communist
conspirators who have duped virtually the
whole of the American people in a series
of free electlons. It must further be as-
sumed that these conspirators have deluded
or subverted the FBI and our other internal
security agencies, which have either rejected
or are deliberately concealing the facts as
revealed by American Opinion to the John
Birch membership.

Since I assume Mr. Welch's integrity, I
cannot doubt his patriotism, nor that of the
members of his society. The fundamental
question, then, is whether or not the John
Birch estimate of the extent of Communist
control of the United States is wholly, or
even substantially, correct. This is the issue
Mr. GoLpwATER has not faced in his effort
to disassociate himself from Mr. Welch, the
soclety’s leader, while retaining the support
of the society’s membership.

If Communist control has risen past 50
percent we are, as Mr, Ryskind says, at Arma-
geddon, and self-preservation demands that
we look upon our elected Government as a
nest of vipers. In this light the Birch de-
mand for mere Impeachment of Chief Justice
Warren is an act of moderation. But if we
do not accept the Birch estimate, the so-
ciety's concentrated propaganda campaign
against the leading figures of both our polit-
ical parties, with treason as its recwrring
theme, can only be viewed as grossly irre-
sponsible, dangerously divisive, and bound
to incite the violence that is already marring
a good many public gatherings.

This is the issue on which all of us, Mr.
GoupwaTeR included, have to decide whether
we are for or against the John Birch Society.
A sincere patriot might wind up on either
side, but, as I think the Birchers would agree,
neutrality is unthinkable.

Sincerely,
HARRY S. ASHMORE.
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PROPOSED EXTENSION OF IMPACT-
ED AREAS LEGISLATION

Mr. PEARSON. Mr, President, I am
pleased to join the distinguished Senator
from Texas [Mr. Tower] in the sponsor-
ship of a bill S. 2304, providing for a 3-
year extension of the impacted areas as-
sistance program.

Yesterday, when my distinguished col-
league introduced this bill, he clearly and
concisely set forth the problem wherein
the impacted areas assistance program
as a part of House bill 4955 continues
to be considered in conference while more
than 4,000 local school districts, involv-
ing approximately 2 million pupils
throughout the Nation, find it impossible
to complete their budgets and plan their
educational program for the fiscal year.

Mr. President, the primary objective
of the impacted areas assistance pro-
gram is to provide financial assistance
for the maintenance and operation of
schools in local school districts upon
which the Federal Government has
placed added financial burdens by rea-
son of the fact that federally acquired
real property has been removed from the
tax roles while, at the same time, Fed-
eral agencies or installations have pro-
vided a substantial increase in the num-
ber of pupils which a local district must
accept and provide education. One-
third of all Kansas counties have esti-
mated 1962-63 entitlements under Pub-
lic Law 947 in the amount of $6,173,-
421.43.

Mr. President, Kansas, at both the
State and the local levels, has rightly
gained a reputation for conducting its
governmental affairs with great financial
responsibility. The two pillars upon
which this reputation for financial re-
sponsibiltly is based are the State’s
statutes, popularly called the cash basis,
and the budget laws.

Very briefly, these statutes provide
that a local governing unit may not ex-
pend money for any purpose unless that
purpose is provided in the budget and
unless the local treasury has on hand
unencumbered cash for immediate pay-
ment. Because the local school districts
must adhere to these statutes and be-
cause of the delay of congressional ac-
tion, it is eritical for our school districts
that Congress move ahead as quickly as
possible.

The introduction of this separate bill
should provide the means of solving a
substantial and pressing problem now
facing the local school districts in Ean-
sas and throughout the Nation.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PEARSON. I yield to my col-
league

Mr. CARLSON. I commend my col-
league from Kansas for calling to the
attention of the Senate his presentation
of proposed legislation that would care
for a problem that is resulting in a very
difficult situation in the educational sys-
tem not only in Kansas but throughout
our Nation. The areas which are termed
the impacted school districts; that is,
districts in which children are being edu-
cated in impacted areas of defense in-
stallations and others, have been in need
for assistance. It needs that assistance
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now. I sincerely hope that we can get
early action on the proposed legislation.
I commend the Senator,

Mr. PEARSON. I thank my colleague.

ADMINISTRATION'S INDECISION ON
THE HAGUE PROTOCOL MAY BE
TRAGIC FOR AMERICANS

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I wish
to call the attention of the Senate and
the country to a unique and baffling
situation which I believe must be cor-
rected without delay.

For the first time in our history, the
U.S. Government through willful inac-
tion is in the position of placing a lower
value on the lives of its citizens than al-
most any other major nation. Whether
it is from vacillating indecision or callous
indifference on the part of the admin-
istration, the result is that, in the usual
situation, the life of an American today
is worth only half as much as the life of
a Frenchman, an Italian, a German, a
Russian, or a Mexican.

This situation arises because of our
failure to take any action on the Hague
?;ggocol to the Warsaw Convention of

In 1934, the United States ratified the
Warsaw Convention of 1929, a treaty re-
lating to international transportation by
air., The convention provides for a limi-
tation of liability on the part’ of air car-
riers in respect to passengers, baggage,
and cargo moving in international trans-
portation. Its most important provision
is a limitation of liability for personal
injury and death to passengers of ap-
proximately $8,300. Without going into
the finer legal points of the convention,
its provisions generally mean that a per-
son on an international flight who is
killed in an airline accident cannot re-
cover more than $8,300 in damages from
the airline.

Because this amount is unreasonably
and unjustifiably low by our standards,
the U.S. Government and other nations
met in The Hague in 1955 to seek an in-
crease in the limitation amount. They
agreed on what is called the Hague
protocol which set a new limitation,
double the amount of the old one. The
Hague protocol was signed by the United
States, and submitted to the Senate for
its advice and consent in 1959 by the
previous administration, The Demo-
cr?tic controlled 86th Congress failed to
acu.

The present administration has under-
taken what might be called an agonizing
reappraisal of the Hague protocol, but
it has made no decision. No recom-
mendation has been made to the Senate.
No steps have been taken to withdraw
the protocol. No move has been made
to safeguard the interests of the thou-
sands of Americans who travel on inter-
national airline flights. They have just
allowed the situation to drift in a leader-
less vacuum.

In the meantime, the required 30 na-
tions have ratified the Hague protocol
and its higher limits on liability have
gone into effect. The 30th nation sub-
mitted its ratification on May 1, 1963,
and the higher limits of the Hague
?323“"1 went into effect on August 1,
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As a result of our Government’s in-
action, U.S. passengers today, seated side
by side with citizens of ratifying coun-
tries on many international flights are
denied that benefits of increased liability.
The air carrier is liable for $16,600 in the
case of death to such foreign passengers,
but only $8,300 in the case of most
American passengers.

The confusion has been compounded
as to the airlines of any country on
flights to or from the United States. For
example, passengers originating and
terminating their flights in a ratifying
country, with an intermediate stop in the
United States, receive the benefits of the
increased, $16,600, Hague limits. Even
those passengers who originate and ter-
minate in a single ratifying country a
round trip to the United States, receive
the benefits of the increased Hague lim-
it. But their fellow passengers who orig-
inate or terminate a one-way trip to or
from the United States, or who originate
or terminate a round trip to anywhere
else from the United States are limited
to the $8,300 limit in the old Warsaw
Convention. These inequitable and
frustrating results are attributable to the
U.S. failure to act.

This confusion, indeed discrimination,
now plagues international commercial
aviation. The bulk of international
world travel involves transportation to
or from the United States. But it is this
very moment—to and from the United
States—which is largely excluded from
the Hague benefits because of the U.S.
failure to act.

Furthermore, it should be noted that
even if the United States ratified the
Hague protocol tomorrow, its higher
values would not be effective, with re-
spect to the United States, for 3 addi-
tional months under the terms of the
convention.

Mr, President, one of the potentially
tragic aspects of this whole situation
involving the limitation of the air car-
riers’ liability is the fact that a vast
majority of passengers are totally un-
aware of the existence of such a limit,
and certainly not aware of the fact that
the limits are lower now for travel from
the United States than from most other
countries.

Under these circumstances, the Gov-
ernment has an inereased responsibility
to make sure that the limit on the liabil-
{ty is not unreasonably and foolishly
ow.

In this connection, I was pleased to
note the recent action of the Civil Aero-
nautics Board in approving new regula-
tions which will require airlines to spe-
cifically and clearly inform passengers
of the existence and the amount of the
limit on their liability, thus putting pas-
sengers on notice, in appropriate cases,
of their potential need for additional
insurance. This is the only step the
Board can take in the present situation,
but their action may be helpful in throw-
ing the whole situation into the light
of public awareness.

Let me say, at this point, that it is
not my intention to suggest that rati-
fication of the Hague protocol is the
only course of action open to us. Other
steps might be taken to improve and
increase the protection afforded Amer-
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icans who travel on international air-
line flights, and I think they should all
be explored without delay.

Mr. President, the legal limits on
liability now are fixed at $8,300 with
respect to international flights which
originate or terminate in the United
States but are increased to $16,600 with
respect to flights in most other areas of
the world.

This is inexcusable. It is indefensible.
The administration must bear the full
and terrible weight of the consequences
for its failure to act in this field.

Furthermore, the Senate itself has a
responsibility. Even if the administra-
tion is unwilling or unable to recommend
any action, the Senate can act. The
Hague protocol is still before it, pending
in the Foreign Relations Committee, and
available for ratification.

We cannot delay any longer. Tragic
consequences may be the only reward of
further delays.

AMERICAN EDUCATION WEEK

Mr. FONG. This week we are observ-
ing American Education Week at a sig-
nificant point in this Congress. Both
the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives have before them a number of
measures for the welfare of our schools
and colleges.

Several major education bills—more,
probably, than in the normal course of
one session—have come to the floor for
our consideration. As a strong sup-
porter of our Nation’s school system, I
am pleased to note the progress that has
so far been made in advancing the va-
rious school bills in this Congress.

The Health Professions Educational
Assistance Act of 1961 was passed by this
;?:ongress and has now been signed into

aw.

The Senate has also approved propos-
als for: Strengthening and improving
vocational education; extending and ex-
panding the National Defense Education
fict; and expanding the impacted areas

aws.

These proposals have been consoli-
dated into H.R. 4955, now in a Senate-
House conference committee.

The Senate has received for its action
a conference report on H.R. 6143, to pro-
vide financing for higher education fa-
cilities, already approved by the House.

The Senate has on its agenda a bill to
expand the Library Services Act; a sim-
ilar bill is pending before the House
Rules Committee.

While the response of this Congress
to these education bills has been encour-
aging, it remains to be seen whether
these bills will finally be enacted, and
in what form.

With the progress made to date and
with another session ahead, there is good
reason to believe that this Congress can
make a substantial record in education.
That is certainly my hope.

The pending education bills are the
means for helping to upgrade the guality
and quantity of our Nation’s schools and
colleges. They fit into the general theme
for American Education Week—“Educa-
tion Strengthens the Nation.” For, in
a very real sense, we strengthen our Na-
tion when we fully support our schools.
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Today it is apparent that, if America
is to compete successfully with other
lands who respect and encourage educa-
tional attainment, we must increase the
opportunities for our young people to ac-
quire knowledge and skills to the utmost
of their ability.

In a world of 3 billion people, America
numbers only 180 million, 6 percent of
the world’s population. What we lack
in numbers we must make up in quality,
and that quality can only come with the
best educational facilities we can afford
our people. This we must always do.

It has been said accurately that our
Government cannot function unless edu-
cation is widely and soundly based. How
else except through general public edu-
cation can an entire people become capa-
ble of shaping their own future through
a represenfative government?

Speaking of my own State—the newest
in the Union—I can personally testify
to the role of public education in the
development of this mid-Pacific com-
munity. Here were brought together
peoples of many races and cultures from
the Orient and the Occident. Most of
the original immigrants came from
non-English-speaking backgrounds. Yet,
over the years, through the marvelous
workings of free public education, new
generations of American-born youths
have come forth. In speech, attitudes,
and outlook, they are as modern Ameri-
cans as youths in any mainland commu-
nity. More than any single influence,
public education in the American tradi-
tion made them what they are today. I
am proud to count myself as a product
of this public education system.

In observing American Education
Week, we pay tribute also to the role of
the private schools. They deserve our
commendation for they have made out-
standing contributions to the progress
and advancement of our society.

In reviewing the history of public edu-
cation in the United States, we are re-
minded that the development of our
schools has come a long way. Over
many years, this development has taken
place step by step, State by State. Our
schools have had to grow and change
along with the Nation and the times.
With new needs have come new ideas
to meet them.

It is for us, in this national legisla-
tive body, to fit the solutions to the new
challenges facing our schools. In one
House or the other, there are a number
of pending education bills to which I
referred earlier.

American Education Week is a timely
reminder that Congress should complete
this unfinished business as soon as
possible.

On this occasion I wish to commend
the national sponsors of American Ed-
ucation Week: the National Education
Association, the American Legion, the
U.S. Office of Education, and the Na-
tional Congress of Parents and Teachers.

In Hawaii, local groups of these na-
tional organizations have arranged spe-
cial programs for Education Week ob-
servance, in conjunction with similar
events in other States.

Through their farsighted and vigor-
ous efforts, these national and local or-
ganizations have called public attention
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to the importance of education in our
free society. They have also encouraged
many other groups to participate in the
observance of this annual event. All of
them deserve the heartfelt thanks of
Americans everywhere.

AMERICAN TRADE UNION COUNCIL
AND THE HISTADRUT

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr, President, on
yesterday evening it was my privilege to
address a dinner meeting at the Hilton
Hotel in Rockefeller Center in New York
City honoring a distinguished American
businessman, Mr. Jerome Brody, and a
highly regarded U.S. labor leader, Mr.
Julius Press.

The dinner was sponsored by the
American Trade Union Council in co-
operation with the Israeli labor move-
ment—the Histadrut. Proceeds of this
testimonial banquet will provide ur-
gently needed recreational and cultural
facilities for the Ed 8. Miller Youth Cen-
ter, nearing completion in a low-income
section of Tel Aviv.

Mr., Miller who served as honorary
chairman of the dinner and for whom
the youth center is named has had a
long-time interest in the progress of the
Histadrut.

In preparation of my remarks for the
New York dinner, I asked the Library
of Congress Legislative Reference Serv-
ice to prepare a memorandum on the
accomplishments of the Histadrut.

I ask unanimous consent that the
memorandum be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the memo-
randum was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

THE HISTADRUT IN ACTION

Histadrut is a name which is synonymous
with the State of Israel. For today 70 percent
of all Israel agricultural production is the
work of Histadrut’s collective or cooperative
settlements; 90 percent of the bus transpor-
tation belongs to a Histadrut cooperative;
the second largest bank and the biggest in-
surance company belong to the Histadrut.
Furthermore, 30 percent of the retail and
wholesale trade is controlled through its co-
operatives while 30 percent of Israel industry
is affiliated with the Histadrut. Figures such
as these clearly show the importance of this
largest labor organization in Israel.

Forty-three years ago, when it was first
founded by representatives of three Jewish
Workers' parties whose total membership was
approximately 4,000, Histadrut's basic aim
was to serve as a central organization in
which all workers could participate and pro-
mote their common interests. Zionist in
outlook, this organization was to assist in the
building of the National Home, thereby in-
suring that the State would develop as a
workers' commonwealth. As is shown in its
first policy statement: "The Histadrut con-
siders it its duty to create a mew type of
Jewish worker, and to see to it that while
settlement is being fostered, the Jewish
worker who comes into being as a result of
this process, shall be assured the place he
deserves. It regulates all matters concern-
ing the working class in the fields of trade
union activities, settlement, and educa-
tion, with the aim of building a Jewish com-
munity.”

As the organization grew in number, its
Tfunctions expanded to encompass all the ac-
tivities of a Jewish worker and his family.
The Israell worker looked upon his union
not only as a bargaining agent for improved
wages and working conditions, but also as
a part of his everyday social and intellec-
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tual life. The Histadrut began operating in
four major fields: trade union activities; so-
clal and cultural activities, such as sports,
newspapers, films, and women's organiza-
tions; economic enterprises, which included
cooperatives, agricultural settlements, finan-
cial institutions, and industries; and semi-
public activities, such as an educational sys-
tem, savings funds, medical services, and
labor exchanges.

As a trade union organization, the Hista-
drut has been able to provide for the Israeli
worker a standard of living comparable to
the industrial natlons of Western Europe
and the United States. As a union to which
75 percent of all Jewish workers belong, the
Histadrut supplies the lobbying power to
enable greater benefits and to protect the
worker from wundue government restrie-
tions. To this central labor organization
belong university professors and street clean-
ers, doctors and factory workers, farmers
and white-collar workers, manual laborers
and academicians, each participating and
sharing in the benefits assured them by the
Histadrut.

The social and cultural activities of the
Histadrut cover practically every facet of
the nonworking hours of the laborer and
his family. Several labor magazines and
newspapers are published to keep its mem-
bers informed of the activities of the orga-
nization and the state. There exists in every
cooperative and settlement, clubs, and cul-
tural centers and librarles where the mem-
bers may relax after work. Musle, folk
dance, drama, painting and sculpture groups
have been organized to provide mutual en-
Joyment and entertainment. Women's clubs
provide a worthwhile outlet for the energies
of the wives of the Histadrut members. In
these clubs arise topics and suggestions which
have and will benefit the community and
the state.

The economic enterprises of the Histadrut
fall generally into four categories. There are
the large industries owned and operated by
the Histadrut; companies owned partly by
the parent organization in partnership with
others, notably the government; cooperatives
whose capital is owned by their own members
but whose control is exercised by the Hista-
drut which provides such aid as credit facil-
ities, technical advice, and legal and political
protection; and those undertakings which
are owned wholly or in part by the member
cooperatives and which enjoy the same con-
trol and assistance as their central enter-
prises. Today the total of Histadrut projects
constitute an empire directly employing over
170,000 people and having an annual turnover
of over $2 billlon. It is difficult to realize
that 43 years ago there were only 4,000 mem-
bers, pooling their meager resources and tal-
ents to form a union which would become
one of the great powers in the State of
Israel.

The fourth field of operation with which
the Histadrut is concerned, that of semipub-
lic activities, has enabled the state to grow
to the helghts by which it is recognized in
the world. Levi Eshkol has stated that the
Histadrut is the backbone of Israel. Golda
Meir acclaimed that without the Histadrut,
the State of Israel would not have come into
existence, that it did the work of the state
before the state existed. As a product of
Zionism, it fostered the immigration of the
Diaspora to the Jewish homeland. As each
new settler arrived in the land of milk and
honey, the Histadrut provided the necessary
attention to enable the refugee, the settler,
the persecuted one to begin a new life. The
Kupat Cholim was organized to provide medi-
cal assistance to all its members. By means
of a medical insurance system, the worker
and his family may be treated in one of a
thousand clinics set up throughout the coun-
try in which are employed 10,000 medical
personnel.

The newcomer has been able to acquire
learning by means of the various educational




21836

facilities provided by the Histadrut. Hebrew,
the official language of the state, is taught
to those of the Diaspora who have been un-
able to attain a proficiency in the language of
their ancestors. The Histadrut Workers Col-
lege, a residential school in Tel Aviv, pro-
vides leadership training programs for the
warious labor organizations. From these stu-
dents come the labor leaders of tomorrow.

The Histadrut has also a correspondence
school for its members in which are taught
secondary school subjects and agricultural,
clerical, technical and labor studies. In con-
junction with the correspondence school,
the Histadrut has recently inaugurated a
Radio University, whereby the student par-
ticipated in classroom work via the radio.
With the advent of television, it is en-
visioned that the executive council of the
Histadrut will also inaugurate television
classrooms.

Another educational school which the His-
tadrut affords for its laborers is the Absalom
Institute for Israel Studies. In this school,
the student learns of the geography and
topography of Israel, its flora and fauna, and
the historical assoclation of each place of
importance in the state by combining Bibli-
cal studies, archeology, and natural history
together with a study of modern develop-
ments. The function of this institute is to
help and direct the many amateur circles
and to sponsor exploration and research in
their respective interests. The tourist busi-
ness also receives a boon from the Absalom
Institute since courses for guldes are of-
fered.

Other semipublic funetions include a net-
work of banks, insurance funds, and credit
‘institutions which furnish credit to the co-
operatives and agricultural settlements and
to industrial enterprises which wish to ex-
pand.

Because of its dlverse and all-encompass-
ing functions, the Histadrut, in its early
years before the Jewish state was proclaimed,
was a training school for parliamentary life.
Within the organization there developed
political partles, representing the varlous
factlons within the Jewish community. The
Mapal and Mapam both had thelr begin-
ning within the framework of the Histadrut.
As the Central Government was formed in
1948, it is interesting to note that the vari-
ous parties represented on the executive
council of the Histadrut similarly were rep-
resented in the government and in a like
ratlo. Whereas the Mapal dominated the
Histadrut, it now controls the leading bloc of
votes in the Enesset, the Israeli Parliament.
The Histadrut, therefore, functioned as a
transitional organization and a stabilizing
factor in the establishment of Israel, and,
according to David Ben-Gurlon, will con-
tinue to do so In the future. He sald: “His-
tadrut has become a pillar on which the
structure of Israel’s democracy will rest for
many years to come."

As an organization which gave unity and
a common Iinterest to its founders and
which, during its short history, provided a
refuge for Nazl escapees, provided active par-
ticipation through the Jewish brigade in
World War II, channeled the unions” human
and economie resources into the war of liber-
ation, provided active assistance in the ab-
sorption of new immigrants, and developed
a strong national economic position for the
Btate of Israel, the founders of the Hista-
drut are able to look with pride at their ac-
complishments. Throughout Israel, Histadrut
subsidiary organizations enable the Israel
population to enjoy facilities comparable to
those of Western Europe., Solel Boneh, the
largest construction contracting company in
the Middle East, has built the settlements
to which the immigrants came to begin life
anew. El-Al Airlines and the Zim Naviga-
tion Co. are owned jointly by the Histadrut
and the Government. Virtually all bus
transportation and water distribut'on ie con-
trolled by Histadrut subsidiaries. The whole-
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sale purchasing and distribution industry of
necessary supplies serves approximately one-
half the state and also assures the exporta-
tion of the major portion of agricultural
produce to Europe. The mutual falth of the
Histadrut and the Government has enabled
this labor organization, during the first dec-
ade of Israel’s statehood, to invest over $600
million in the nation's economy. This is
indeed a proud record of achievement,

The development of Israel, though, is cer-
tainly not the result of one organization.
Without assistance from abroad, particularly
the United States, Israel’'s economy might
have faltered along the way. Even the His-
tadrut has been given assistance by its fel-
low labor unions here in the United States.
Throughout Israel, there are Histadrut proj-
ects and institutions which have been abet-
ted by American labor organizations; fore-
most among these are the Beersheba Hospital,
the Cultural Center in Haifa, rest homes, 1i-
brarles, children's homes, cultural centers,
and youth clubs. This international coop-
eration between labor groups has created a
friendly feeling between the nationals of the
two states, a mutual respect for each other's

~democratic institutions and a common front

against world communism.

From the position of a borrower, Israel has
now become a lender of capital, ideas, and
personnel. As the African and Asian states
galned their independence, it was necessary
for them to achieve economic development
and stability as rapidly as possible. Although
the United States, Russla, and the other in-
dustrial nations of the world were capable
and, indeed ready, to help these newly
emerging states, their names carried with
them the stigmata of imperialist, colonial
power, or subversive state. Israel, encircled
by hostlle states, looked further afield for
markets and friends and offered its services,
too. Because Israel is a small country and
cannot be suspected of imperialism, because
the new states hoped for sympathy and
understanding from a country which had re-
cently undergone similar experiences for in-
dependence, because the schemes offered were
on a small scale, more adaptable to the
smaller states than were the grandiose and
huge development projects on display In
Russia and France, for example, and because
Israel possessed an abundance of what the
African and Asian nations needed most, that
of tralned personnel, response was immediate
and positive. To Israel came the various
missions to study the ideas, experiments,
and fulfillments which made Israel a viable
state. From Israel went the techniclans, in-
structors, and capital to establish shipping
lines, build roads and factories, set up gov-
ernment training centers and labor move-
ments. The Histadrut, through its sundry
organizations and companies, has provided
for a majority of the work and personnel in
the countries requesting assistance. In Sler-
ra Leone, the Parliament Building was con-
structed by Solel Boneh. Sclel Boneh also
helped to establish the National Construction
Co. in Ghana, lending 40 percent of the
needed capital. Furthermore, teams went to
Ghana to train a construction staff, of whom
10 have been sent to Israel for additional
and Intensified instruction. In Nigeria
Solel Boneh participated in the establish-
ment of the Nigerlan Construction Co, and
the Nigerlan Water Resource Development
Co. In fact, Solel Boneh has bullt numerous
military installations for the United States
in the Middle East and operates in a dozen
countries where it has executed approxi-
mately $100 million worth of construction
undertakings in the last 6 years,

The Zim Navigation Co. has also expanded
its operations in several Afro-Aslan coun-
tries. It has been instrumental in estab-
lishing the Gold Star Co. in Hong Kong, the
Five Star Line in Burma, and the famous
Black Star Line In Ghana, a model for all
future shipping projects.
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Wherever their assistance 1s needed and
requested, medical, engineering, and con-
struction teams are sent by the Overseas
Operations Development Office of the Histad-
rut. Such assistance has been gratefully
received by Burma, Thailand, Ethiopia,
Nepal, Mali, and numerous other countries,

Perhaps the foremost work of the His-
tadrut in the international field is the
inauguration of the permanent Afro-Asian
Institute of Labor Studies and Cooperation
in Israel. Founded in 1960 this institute,
within 2 years, had received representatives
from 24 countries. These trainees at the
school are taught to be labor leaders in
their respective countries. Each year, two
courses are held; the first from January
through April is taught in English; the
second, from September through December,
in French. The course combines the theo-
retical studies in the economlics of develop-
ment with personal observations of coopera-
tive enterprises and labor organizations at
work. It shows how the development of a
new state can profit from applied methods of
agriculture and industrial cooperation, and
how prineciples of trade unionism may be
constructively applied in laying the founda-
tions of statehood, as was done in Israel,

The Afro-Asian Institute teaches that the
labor movement in the newly emerging
states is the promoter and agent of indus-
trialization, whose struggle is not only for a
better share of the rewards, but also for
building the tools, factories, and means of
communlcations of the state; as opposed to
the basic idea of the labor movement in the
United States and Western Europe whose
labor movements developed only to curb
industrialization’s worst abuses and to se-
cure for the laborer a greater share of its
benefits. Ghana has adhered to the princi-
ples of the Histadrut and has declared that
its labor movement will be based on its
principles. Labor leaders in Pakistan, India,
and Burma also adhere to these ldeas and
are striving to achieve this end.

The Histadrut today 1is undergoing a
change in organization and outlook. David
Ben-Gurion stated in March 1956: “Histadrut
today must be gulded by two aims: to shape
the social character of the state so as to
realize evermore fully its guiding vision and
to sponsor and ploneer all those things which
cannot be accomplished by the power of
compulsion or of law. And these include
some of the most important and difficult
of our tasks: to disperse the population
more uniformly through all parts of the
country; to reclaim the desert and waste
lands; to increase unity between all sections
of the population.” The growth of the state,
however, has enabled the government to
take over many of the functions once con-
sidered as the dominion of the Histadrut,
Emphasis is belng placed on the cities in
Israel rather than the agricultural settle-
ments, Furthermore, the numerous enter-
prises within the parent organization have
begun to fragment rather than to pull to-
gether, each one striving to galn more for its
own members. Wage parlty among all classes
of laborers has also caused much dissension,
Yet the leaders of the Histadrut belleve that
the future of their organization is secure,
that their labor movement will weather
these current storms and emerge as the con-
tinuing stabilizer of the state.

Through the efforts of the Histadrut, Israel
rightly lays claim to the title of the most
developed nation in the Middle East and,
as such, the strongest defender of democracy
in the area. Through the efforts of the His-
tadrut, cooperation and friendship has
arisen between Israel and the Afro-Asian
countries, a cooperation by which the tenets
of democracy and freedom have been spread.
Furthermore the close cooperation between
our labor unions and the Histadrut has
enabled a genuine respect to grow and bear
fruit, as ls shown in the several projects
sponsored by American labor groups in Israsl
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Its record of achievement is to be envied.
As a ploneer of international cooperation,
its future is unlimited. It is with pride that
I am able to pay tribute to the “backbone of
Israel,” the Histadrut.

HEALTH CARE FOR ELDERLY

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, next week the House Ways
and Means Committee will start public
hearings on President Kennedy’s hospital
insurance proposal for the aged, com-
monly referred to as the King-Anderson
bill. This necessary humanitarian piece
of legislation would extend the social
security system to provide a foundation
of health care to the nearly 18 million
older people of our Nation.

On two occasions—when similar legis-
lation has been considered by the Sen-
ate—I voted for it. Next year, I am
sure, there will be an opportunity again
to consider the President’s proposal and
I intend to support it again. And, when
the vote comes next year, I believe it
will pass.

One major reason I believe it will is
that it is now clear that the alternatives
to the proposal cannot solve the prob-
lem of providing the necessary hospital
care at a price our older people can af-
ford to pay.

The legislation is not only vital to to-
day’s men and women 65 and over. It
is a necessity for the security of millions
of working men and women who will
eventually retire. This great country
can no longer ask its older people—or its
younger people—to face their sixties,

seventies, and eighties without the as-*

surance of dignity in sickness as well as
in health.

The urgency of providing a basic pro-
gram of hospital insurance for our older
people is obvious. The income of most
of today's aged is low, and the likelihood
of a serious, costly illness is high. They
are likely to be hospitalized three times
as often as younger people, but their in-
come is less than half for people under 65.

For the average older person living
alone has an income today of about $20 a
week. The average person living with a
son or daughter or some other relative
has only about $9 a week in income.
And, the average older couple has an
income of less than $50 a week.

This kind of income leaves no room
for a serious illness. Yet, one in six can
expect to be hospitalized in the next 12
months. Those who are hospitalized can
expect to be in the hospital 15 days, the
stay costing more than $900.

How is a single older person, for ex-
ample, going to pay for a $900 illness
with a $20 a week income?

One major alternative suggested by
the opponents of the King-Anderson bill
is private health insurance coverage—
either through Blue Cross-Blue Shield
or the commercial insurance companies.

I am sure the House Ways and Means
Committee members will be inundated by
so-called proof from the American Medi-
cal Association, the Health Insurance
Association, the Blue Cross and Blue
Shield organizations, and the American
Hospital Association that private health
insurance is—or will shortly—be doing
all that is really necessary.
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I do not mean to prejudge their case.
But the past is the only record we have
to go by. The past shows that private
health insurance industry cannot do the
job; that there is no evidence to show
that it will ever be able to do it.

Before going into why I believe this
to be true, let me make this point clear:
Private health insurance—including the
coverage provided by Blue Cross-Blue
Shield—will be a valuable supplement to
the benefits provided by a basic social se-
curity program. It will be possible, once
the problem of insuring hospital and
nursing home care is resolved by placing
it under social security, for many older
people to use private insurance to help
pay for the doctor bill and other health
services not provided in the King-Ander-
son bill. This is a big role for the in-
surance industry to play and I am sure
they then will be able to do it—and I
hope do a good job at it.

But the present health insurance
schemes cannot provide the basic neces-
sary coverage and do the rest of the
job, too. Policies offered to the aged
by the commercial companies are either
too costly or else too limited in there ben-
efit structure. The Blue Cross and Blue
Shield claim, however, that they per-
form better than the commercial com-
panies, and that they can handle this
whole job.

Two of the major reasons why I am
sure the present health insurance in-
dustry cannot provide the necessary
coverage for older people are these:

First. The way in which the Blue
Cross Association has conducted itself
in the past several years. Keep in mind
that nearly half of all the claimed
coverage for people 65 or over by the
private insurance industry is provided
by the Blue Cross-Blue Shield organi-
zations.

Second. The cost of the Blue Cross-
Blue Shield plans—if they provide any-
thing close to adequate benefits—is out
of reach of most of our older citizens.

The first point—that is, the conduct
of the Blue Cross Association in recent
years—is extremely important because
it reflects on the good or bad intentions
of the organization. And, it reflects on
the seriousness with which they ap-
proach the problem of solving the medi-
cal care difficulties of our older citizens.

I regret to say that the Blue Cross
Association appears to be more inter-
ested in keeping the King-Anderson bill
from passing, than in providing health
insurance for our aged. The leaders of
the organization are playing politics with
the health and welfare of millions of
older people. They have been for the
past 2 years.

Let me point out that my interest in
the way the Blue Cross organization is
operating is not new. A year ago I pro-
tested the role that the National Blue
Cross Association was attempting to play
in the congressional campaign over the
issue of health care for the elderly.

I again ask Members of the Senate to
look at the record:

Nearly 2 years ago, the National Blue
Cross Association announced its so-called
Blue Cross national open enrollment pro-
gram for the elderly. This announce-
ment received widespread publicity and

21837

many favorable comments from newspa-
pers. It was hailed by some as the real
answer to the problem of providing
health care.

Yet, as I said in my speech last year,
no national plan ever appeared.

They failed to get agreement of the
local Blue Cross plans to their idea of a
national plan.

And one wnould think that, in the pub-
lic interest, they might have said: “We
are sorry. We were wrong. We cannot
offer a nationwide program with the
comprehensive benefits we announced.”

Instead they quietly shelved the great
nationwide program. But they were not
so quiet about what they did next.

The next blast from Blue Cross came
out, all across the country—conveniently
timed just before the congressional elec-
tions. Up went the hopes of the aged
once again.

In Life, Look, Newsweek, Time, the
Saturday Evening Post—half-page ad-
vertisements.

In newspapers everywhere, large dis-
play advertisements. What did they
have to say? They said:

Here is a senior citizens program available
to you right here in your own Blue Cross
area.

They implied: “Here is the solution to
your health cost problem.”

What they did was make available 73
different programs, in 73 different areas.
But what they all add up to is very little.

They add up to further truth that the
national Blue Cross, by promoting a sec-
ond publicity barrage prior to last year's
elections, jeopardized its reputation by
throwing itself into a political arena
where it did not belong.

We now have the results of these “am-
plified programs” for the aged. These
were the plans that the national adver-
tisements had proclaimed just before the
1962 elections—in which hospital care of
our elderly was a major issue. These
were the plans that were not available
when the public announcements were
made.

At the time the national advertise-
ments advised readers to write or tele-
phone their local Blue Cross for full de-
tails of the programs for senior citizens
in their area. Well, calls were made to
33 different Blue Cross local plans in that
period before the elections. And very
few of them had a program for the aged
to offer at that time.

But let us take a look at what has hap-
pened since then. Let us see whether,
when the elections were over, the various
Blue Cross local plans were really able
to do anything about helping the aged
with their hospital and health care costs.
We now have some information on the
accomplishments of that second well-
publicized Blue Cross program.

When the national program died, the
National Blue Cross Association said to
the local plans:

Very well, we will not offer a national
program for the aged. But you offer a pro-
gram on the local level during the fall and

winter. We recommend to you that your
local program meet the following set of
standards:

Two hospital contracts—a 70-day and a 30-
day program, at least 30 days of coverage
per year of mental illness and tuberculosis,
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some nursing home benefits, some visit-
ing nurse benefits (but these last two do not
have to be provided until 6 months after the
other benefits). We realize what we are ask-
ing you to offer is not as good as we told the
people we would offer in the national pro-
gram, but if your local program is to be any
good, you must at least offer this as a
minimum.

That was it. That was what was rec-
ommended to the 77 local plans. Be-
tween October 1962 and the end of Janu-
ary 1963, 73 of them actually did make
some sort of nongroup contract available
to the aged. Butf only 30 provided the
traditional Blue Cross type of service-
benefits in semiprivate accomodations.
The rest did not. Only 27 met the re-
duced standards set by the Blue Cross
Association. The rest did not.

I do not wish to belabor this point, be-
cause I feel there is one important gage
of the effectiveness of these plans and I
shall rely on that.

How many older people actually signed
up for these 73 different plans?

If we have the answer to that, we shall
have the best indication of what role, if
any, all of these different plans are play-
ing in solving the problem of the health
costs of our elderly.

Precise information is unavailable on
the number of people who actually en-
rolled for these plans. But we do know
it is a minuscule number.

The Blue Cross Association itself has
recently provided information as to the
number of aged enrolled in all of its
plans as of December 1959, November 30,
1961, and January 1, 1963.

The Blue Cross says there were 4,300,-
000 people 65 and over enrolled in Decem-
ber 1959; 5,100,000 on November 30,
1961; and 5,313,771 on January 1, 1963.

In the 2-year period before it offered
all of these great plans for the aged, the
Blue Cross says its enrollment of aged
people increased by 800,000. But in the
13-month period that includes all of
these offerings, their enrollment of the
aged increased by less than 214,000. Be-
fore the galaxy of plans, the average
monthly increase of aged persons cov-
ered by Blue Cross was 35,000. And dur-
ing a period which included all of these
offerings, the average monthly increase
of aged persons it covered was less than
half—16,000.

The latter figure cannot be taken as
the number who signed up for the spe-
cial, much-publicized programs. In fact,
it would appear that the 16,000-per-
month increase was made up largely of
people who became 65 during the period
in question and simply retained their
existing Blue Cross coverage. More than
21,000 people each month became 65
during the period.

In sum, these politically motivated
plans have been a dismal fiop.

Aside from the lessons they provide
about how to avoid the worst public
relations practices I have witnessed in
a long time, these figures testify once
again to a fundamental truth.

The truth is that an elderly retired
couple cannot afford to spend $224 a
year, which was the median cost of the
Blue Cross plans made available, for hos-
pital insurance which, even under the
better of the 73 programs, and combined
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with Blue Shield, covers only half of
their health costs.

Some subscription costs went as high
as $438 a year for a couple for the com~-
bined Blue Cross and Blue Shield cover-
ages. Some of those that were offered
at lower-than-average costs might as
well have been stillborn like the national
plan, since the benefits they provided
were so limited. \

Forty-six of the combined Blue Cross-
Blue Shield plans had subscription rates
exceeding $2560 a year for a couple, and
in 13 plans the rate exceeded $350. I
know of few people, even among those
in their younger, more productive, years
who can afford such large costs for
health insurance.

The Blue Cross plan in New Jersey—
one of the best in the Nation—has at-
tempted to offer a program of meaning-
ful benefits to the older citizens of my
State. Unfortunately, the annual cost
for a couple for the Blue Cross cover-
age—not including Blue Shield—is $208.
And, it is a fair assumption that these
already high rates will be raised even
further beyond the reach of older New
Jerseyites as the costs of hospital care
continue to soar.

JACKE DOW WINS SAVINGS
BOND CITATION

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the
Treasury Department yesterday pre-
sented its Minuteman Award to an
Omaha business leader for his role in a
unique U.S. savings bond campaign
which has had such remarkable success

in Nebraska that it is being considered «

for adaptation throughout the Nation.

The award went to Mr, Jack Dow,
president of Savage-Dow, Inec., an
Omaha advertising firm, for his efforts
as publicity and advertising chairman of
the Nebraska farm and ranch bond drive.

The campaign is directed at Nebraska's
farmers and ranchers during this season
when they are receiving cash income
from the sale of their livestock and grain
crops. Using the theme, “Put Your
Stock in Bonds,” the drive is unique in
that Nebraska is the only State to direct
a bond-selling campaign directly to
farmers and ranchers. The slogan is
illustrated by a husky Hereford steer,
wrapped in a $100 series E bond.

The idea is an enlargement upon
previous efforts headed by the Nebraska
Stock Growers Association, the Sand-
hills Cattle Association, and the Ne-
braska Cow Belles, an organization of
ranch wives. Largely through the cam-
paigns spearheaded by these groups, Ne-
braska has attained the No. 1 position
in America in per capita volume of sav-
ings bond sales.

Mr. Dow’s firm has done the advertis-
ing and public relations work for the
farm and ranch bond drive as a public
service and it has had the support of
such groups as the Farmers Union State
Exchange, a cooperative farm supply or-
ganization, which awards highway flares
as premiums for the purchase of bonds.

The splendid success of the bond cam-
paign in Nebraska is, of course, the re-
sult of the work of many people. Mr.
W. B. Millard, Jr., chairman of the board
of the Omaha National Bank, is State
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chairman of the Nebraska Savings Bond
Committee. State Senator Elvin Adam-
son, of Nenzel, president of the Ne-
braska Stock Growers Association, and
Ralph Baker, of Valentine, past presi-
dent of the Sandhills Cattle Association,
serve as cochairmen of the farm and
ranch drive, and Mrs. Richard Phipps,
of Mullen, president of the Nebraska
Cow Belles, is women’s activities chair-
man.

These people, working with the ca-
pable State director of the savings bond
division for Nebraska, Neville “Bud”
Phillips, have achieved an enviable rec-
ord of accomplishment. They deserve
the grateful thanks of their State and
their Nation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum ecall be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Is there further morning business? If
not, morning business is closed.

The Chair lays before the Senate the
unfinished business.

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN ASSIST-
ANCE ACT OF 1961

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 7885) to amend further
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 235, proposed by the Senator from
Alaska [Mr, GrueNinG], for himself and
other Senators, inserting certain words
on page 41, between lines 8 and 9, of the
committee amendment in the nature of
a sushtitute, as amended.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Alaska yield?

Mr. GRUENING. I yield with
pleasure to the Senator from Ohio, with
the understanding that I do not lose the
floor.

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE MUST NOT BEECOME
BOTTOMLESS PIT

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
our foreign assistance program is vital
to the security of the free world and
should help promote the cause of peace.
However, foreign aid must not become
a bottomless pit. I cannot in good con-
science support foreign assistance as a
no-strings-attached handout to any
and all governments. My vote has been
cast in favor of some amendments dras-
tically reducing the spending of our tax-
payers’ money to countries not needing
or wrongfully using foreign aid funds.

My votes will continue to be cast for
such amendments. The fact is that
American aid today goes to 107 countries.
Only eight countries in the free world
did not receive some kind of direct sub-
sidy from the United States. Many of
these governments frequently act in di-
rect contradiction to our announced pol-
icy and what we consider to be in the
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best interests of the free world. Other
aid recipients in Western Europe and
elsewhere are now economically solvent
and prosperous.

I refer to such countries as West Ger-
many and the Netherlands, for exam-
ple. They are able to give foreign as-
sistance rather than in need of receiving
it. However, we continue to send them
taxpayers’ money. This must be ended.

Other countries receiving economic
and military assistance have time and
again failed to institute the needed eco-
nomic and social reforms to meet the
criteria of political stability and demo-
cratic practices necessary to any real
progress in economic development. I as-
sert we should not provide financial or
military assistance to such nations. The
dictatorial regimes of Franco in Spain
and Duvalier in Haiti are examples. In
fiscal 1963 a total of $6.2 million was
poured into Haiti, while Dictator Du-
valier instituted bloody purges and
wrecked the constitution of his coun-
try.

The current foreign assistance bill is
swollen with provisions for unjustifiable
handouts such as these. This must be
corrected, and some abuses have been.
During the debate, we have trimmed the
bill considerably. I am hopeful that we
shall eontinue to examine all provisions
of the bill and vote for a clearly defined
and outlined program to provide needed
foreign aid but end waste of our money.
The current foreign assistance—or, as it
was improperly termed during the Ei-
senhower administration, mutual secu-
rity—must not become, as I have said, a
bottomless pit.

The total expenditure of American dol-
lars abroad far exceeds the total expend-
iture for foreign aid, Clearly, many
programs abroad are in the nature of
foreign assistance. Consider the Peace
Corps, on which we spend millions of
dollars, the food-for-peace program, in-
volving hundreds of millions of dollars,
and, of course, the high costs of main-
taining our Armed Forces abroad. These
programs should be kept in mind when
considering our total involvement over-
seas. Viewing the entire picture, I am
convinced that it is possible, practical,
and sensible to cut the appropriations for
foreign assistance even more than we
have to date.

Mr. President, we must also live up to
our democratic prineiples in determining
the recipients of American assistance. I
have repeatedly spoken out against mili-
tary assistance to Spain’s Fascist dicta-
tor, Franco. Today I reiterate that op-
position. We should not enrich the cof-
fers and strengthen the iron grip of dic-
tatorships whether of the extreme left or
the extreme right. I urge passage of an
amendment to the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1963 which would specifically bar
any military assistance to the Franco
regime.

Generalissimo Franco is the sole and
absolute ruler of Spain. Spain is as
totalitarian a state as are the Soviet
Union and Red China. Under the
Franco regime, the people of Spain are
denied every fundamental civil, politi-
cal, and religious liberty, freedom of
speech and press. Some thousands have
been imprisoned without trials, The
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fact that Franco is a self-avowed Fascist
rather than a Communist does not
change these facts.

The story of Franco's rise to power is
a story of violence and ruthlessness.
During the Spanish Civil War, from 1936
to 1939, he led rebel forces against the
republican Government of Spain. This
brutal war saw hundreds of thousands
killed in battle, whole cities destroyed,
industries and agriculture wrecked.

With the full military and financial
support of Hitler and Mussolini, Franco
emerged as absolute ruler of Spain. He
has since maintained his power by sup-
pressing all opposition. It is estimated
that 6,000 political prisoners are now
languishing in Spanish prisons. Thou-
sands more have died in concentration
camps or have been executed without
legal trials. The mnotorious Isle of
Pines prison trials and executions,
which first exposed Castro as the tyrant
he is, differed little from the practices
of the Franco regime.

No matter how convenient it may have
been and may be for our country to deal
with a dictator like Franco, it is all
wrong. In the end it will be proved to
have been a mistaken policy, because
finally the people will throw out their
oppressors—in this case, the ruthless
dictator, Franco. It has always been so
in the history of the world.

Mr. President, we went to war with
Nazi Germany and Fascist Italy. We
have refused to recognize Communist
dictatorships in Red China and Cuba.
On the other hand with regard to Franco,
we negotiated for military bases in Spain
and signed military aid agreements with
him, thereby giving international re-
spectability to his Fascist regime. This
was culminated by the visit of President
Eisenhower to Madrid in December 1959.

The argument is often made that the
realities of the cold war necessitate our
dealing with such regimes so long as
they are opposed to communism., We
needed air and naval bases in the Medi-
terranean. Therefore, we did business
with a Fascist dictator. Today, how-
ever, in view of our tremendous missile
power and far-ranging atomic-powered
Polaris submarines, the need for these
bases may be subject to review. At any
rate, we must not give Franco military
assistance to strengthen his hold on the
Spanish people. It is time to wake up
from our siesta in Spain, The fact is
that our military and economic assist-
ance to Franco profoundly affect the
status of the Spanish people.

Our great democratic ideals have not
changed. We abhor the outrageous
practices of this Fascist regime. Let us
stop aiding and abetting tyranny.

In the past, we did have need of NATO
air bases in the Mediterranean area.
However, recent changes in weapons and
technology have now changed our de-
fense needs and those of our western
allies. It may no longer be as necessary
for us to maintain bases in Spain. Even
if we retain these bases, we should not
give armaments directly to the tyranni-
cal regime.

Our need for NATO bases is, in the
final analysis, a matter for the determi-
nation of our military experts. Today,
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a base in Spain would be valuable mainly
as a maintenance port for our atomic
submarine fleet. Af present our Medi-
terranean submarines must travel all the
way to Holy Loch, Scotland, for servicing
and repairs. It was with this in mind
that last September we negotiated the
renewal of our base rights in Spain for
5 years.

Dictator Franco was well aware of our
needs. He fried to use these bases as
blackmail to extort from us planes,
weapons, and equipment for his armed
forces, costing between $200 and $300
million over 5 years, in addition to
our help in bringing Spain into NATO.
Happily, Franco’s attempted blackmail
failed. However, regretfully, the new
agreement for continuation of the bases
was signed—and, I might add, signed
without the needed provision for use of
one Spanish base by Polaris submarines.
There was no mutual benefit involved.
We gave. Franco got. My view is we
should have rejected his ultimatum and
if he did not abandon his demands with-
draw our forces, depriving his country
of the benefits of the spending of our
servicemen.

Since the first year of the Eisenhower
administration—1953—we have poured
more than $1.3 billion into Spain.

I like the Spanish people. I have been
to Spain a number of times. I feel sorry
for them. The $1,300 million that we
poured into Spain has enriched the
group around Franco and has helped
him to retain his power. It has done
little or nothing for the great mass of
the Spanish people.

Three major Strategic Air Command
bases and two naval air bases have been
built there at a cost of $400 million.
Thece bases provide protection for Spain
as well as the rest of Western Europe
against Communist aggression from the
Soviet Union, but not protection against
Fascist oppression from Franco. Yet
we are forced to pay heavily for them
in military armaments for Franco’s
Forces.

Mr. President, I would never advocate
any measure which would weaken the
military security of our country. I do
suggest that we end military aid to
strengthen fascism. Without such aid,
Franco implies that we will be kicked
out of Spain. I doubt this. Let us call
his bluff. If we removed our bases, it
would not materially weaken our
strength in Europe or the defense of the
free world, but it would definitely weaken
Franco’s hold upon his people.

I have argued earlier that our for-
eign assistance program must be trimmed
even further than it has been. Waste
can and must be eliminated. All Ameri-
cans recognize the necessity for assist-
ance to governments struggling against
Communist infiltration, and to underde-
veloped nations with a real desire to
“pull themselves up by the bootstraps.”
Such assistance is clearly in the best in-
terests of the free world. However, aid
to a dictatorship of the right is no more
in the interest of freedom than aid to
a dictatorship of the left.

This year's foreign assistance bill
wisely provides that no aid shall be
given to any country in the Alliance for
Progress “in which the government has
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come to power through the forcible
overthrow of a prior government which
has been chosen in free and democratic
elections.” This provision applies spe-
cifically to Latin America. The prinei-
ples behind it have more than regional
significance. It is in our interest, it is
in the interest of the entire free world,
that demoecratic practices be encouraged
and nurtured. It is clearly not in our
interest that tyrannical rule—whether
in Latin America, in Europe, or in the
Far East—be approved by or abetted by
the United States. The economic and
social goals toward which U.S. assistance
is aimed can hardly be achieved in an
atmosphere of religious, political, eco-
nomiec, and social suppression.

Military assistance should be denied to
Fascist Franco and others like him. Let
Franco and the world know that we are
interested in more than cold war victory.
We are interested in freedom and social
justice. I find the practice of paying
many millions of dollars to Franco’s
government abhorrent.

Let us act boldly against dictatorship
in any form. Let us act wisely to sup-
port the common people held in bondage
in Spain rather than the ruling class
swollen with wealth and privilege while
the common people are subjects practi-
cally in chains. The U.S. presence is
more than adequate protection for Spain
against Communist aggression. Further
military assistance is unnecessary.
Therefore, I strongly urge that the for-
eign aid authorization measure be
amended specifically to exclude any mili-
tary assistance whatever to Spain, or to
any other country ruled by a dictator,
whether it be Red China or Soviet Rus-
sia, or Duvalier's Haiti, or Franco’s
Spain.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. GRUENING. I commend the
Senator from Ohio for his excellent,
forthright presentation. I fully agree
with the point of view he has expressed.
It may have been true, as in the earlier
days of the cold war, that it was de-
sirable to build a great chain of military
establishments in Spain—Army and Air
Force bases and naval bases. But I see
no reason why, at the same time, we
should also have poured economic aid to
the tune of hundreds of millions of dol-
lars into that Fascist country.

Now we are told that military fashions
have changed; that the old weaponry
and methods have become obsolete; that
we are going into the missile age. Yet it
is amazing that we have not materially
revised our position in regard to Spain.

I notice with some surprise that the
Spanish dictator has declined to allow
us to use our naval base in that country
for certain types of our submarines.
Why such restrictions were imposed, I do
not know. It would be useful to have
the State and Defense Departments,
which negotiated the continuation of our
generosity toward Franco, determine
why such restrictions were imposed.

Even if it is necessary to maintain our
bases there, I see no reason why we
should pay so lavishly and generously to
implement the Spanish economy, and
why our economic aid to Spain should
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continue. It is obvious that our eco-
nomic aid has contributed greatly to the
prosperity of Spain. But our assistance
has not enlarged the liberty of the Span-
ish people in any degree. They are still
without freedom of press, freedom of
assembly, freedom of speech; and, in the
case of other than the state religion, with
a limited freedom of worship.

Mr. President, it is unfortunate that
we continue to pamper dictators with
our foreign aid. Whether they be Fas-
cist or Communist, both are objection-
able,

I hope that the wise remarks of the
distinguished Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Younc] will bear fruit. It is not easy
to change encrusted thinking along
these lines in certain sections of our
Government. However, it seems to me
the time has come, when we are taking
a new look at the entire program of
foreign aid, that the new look should
include a reappraisal of the generous
assistance we have given to Spain, to
determine whether it may longer be nec-
essary to yield to what, in effect, the
Senator from Ohio has called black-
mail—for that is what it amounts to,
pretty much. We provided economic aid
to Spain in exchange for permission to
build our bases there at a cost of some-
thing over a billion dollars. If Franco
is as anti-Communist as he is supposed
to be, he should have welcomed our
presence there without charge; but we
were obliged to provide him with all kinds
of economic assistance. I hope the time
will come when such assistance will
cease.

The Senator from Ohio is to be com-
mended for discussing this subject in
so forthright and impressive a manner.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio., Mr. President,
I thank the distinguished Senator from
Alaska. I compliment and praise him
for the fine leadership he has manifested
at all times during his service in the
Senate, and particularly during the past
2% weeks, when the foreign assistance
program has been debated in the Senate.
The leadership of the Senator from
Alaska in behalf of the taxpayers of the
country, who have been paying tremen-
dous sums for so-called foreign assist-
ance, is highly commendable. Much of
this money has been wasted on countries
such as Spain and Haiti, where dictators
of the extreme right are holding sway
and are ruthlessly suppressing the civil
liberties of their people.

Mr. GRUENING. In the course of the
discussion of my amendment to bar
military aid to Latin America, I shall
list the amounts of money we have given
to those countries for military aid. The
Senator from Ohio has mentioned Haiti.
I find that we have given Haiti $5,800,000
for military aid under our foreign assist-
ance program. What has been the re-
sult? The result has heen identical,
more or less—a difference in degree,
perhaps—with what has happened as a
result of our providing military aid to
other Latin American countries. It has
not promoted the security of those coun-
tries. It has not guarded them against
invasion, because they were in no danger
of invasion. It has not strengthened
their internal security; in fact, their in-
ternal security has actually been upset
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by the arms, tanks, machineguns, and
airplanes we have provided them. So
the Senator’s point is well taken.

The amendment which I shall discuss
today deals only with military aid to
Latin America. Latin America has cer-
tain characteristics and qualities that
are unique or different from other parts
of the world. But in a general way, the
motivation for the amendment applies
also to other countries. Our aid to
Franco—whatever else it has done—has
enabled him to strengthen his dictatorial
hold on the people of Spain. We have
heard rumors lately that there are to be
reforms. Those rumors start and gain
currency about the time when the aid
agreement with Spain is about to be re-
newed. These alleged promised reforms
are held out as a little bait: “If you—
the United States—give us some money,
we will grant a little more freedom to
our people.” However, although agree-
ments have been concluded, no real
changes have been made by Spain.

Mr. President, the amendment which
I have proposed and which is now before
the Senate is cosponsored, I am proud
to say, by the distinguished senior Sena-
tor from North Carolina [Mr. Ervin],
the distinguished junior Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. Nersownl, the distin-
guished senior Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. ProxmIrel, the distinguished jun-
ior Senator from Nevada [Mr. CanNoON],
the distinguished junior Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. McGoverN], the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morsel, and the distinguished
junior Senator from Florida [Mr.
SMATHERS]. The amendment provides:

That, except (1) to the extent necessary
to fulfill prior commitments and (2) to the
extent that the President finds, with respect
to any Latin American country, that the
furnishing of military asslstance under this
Act is necessary to safeguard the securlty
of the United States, and so informs the
Congress, no further military assistance un-
der any provision of this Act shall be fur-
nished to any Latin American country.

This amendment would bar military
assistance to Latin American countries
unless, first, the aid is given to fulfill
prior commitments or, second, the Pres-
ident finds that such aid is necessary
for the security of the United States.

Most Senators will readily recognize
that this amendment is little more than
a sense-of-the-Congress amendment,
since the authority given the President
is very broad. However, if enacted, it will
stop blanket military aid to Latin
American countries, and will require jus-
tification by the President to the Con-
gress in such individual cases as are per-
mitted his discretion. The amendment
would permit the President to give arms
to Latin American countries for internal
security purposes, to prevent or to put
down internal insurrection. It can be
argued at any time that the sending of
arms there is not only of aid to their
security, but also is useful and beneficial
to the security of the United States.

Moreover, the amendment would not
in any way prevent the United States
from continuing to sell arms to Latin
America. The amendment would not
prevent the United States from keeping
any prior commitment to supply military
assistance to Latin America. I have lit-
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tle doubt that some such commitments—
either expressed or implied, explicit or
implicit—may have already been made.
But the amendment would require that
the Congress be specifically informed of
each case.

However, this amendment, if adopted
and enacted into law, would have one
very salutary effect. It would cause
those in charge of the military assistance
program to pause and ponder before con-
tinuing to provide military assistance to
every Latin American nation. What I
object to is the existing policy that each
Latin American nation is presumed to
be eligible to receive our military assist-
ance as a matter of course. That is
what this amendment is designed to stop.

So far as I can determine, there has
been no discrimination in the adminis-
tration of this military assistance pro-
gram in Latin America—and I use the
word “discrimination” in its more favor-
able connotation, although the word has
acquired an unfavorable connotation in
connection with civil rights matters and
other discrimination associated with any
unfair practices. But in this case I use
the word “discrimination” in the sense of
meaning the use of good judgment and
selectivity. Such selectivity has ob-
viously not existed in our military aid
program to Latin American countries.
We have wished it on all of them.

So there has not been the use of good
judgment in connection with our mili-
tary aid program for the countries of
Latin America. All of them have re-
ceived our military assistance—including
one enlightened small country which has
abolished its military forces by constitu-
tional amendment and does not want to
reinstitute them. Even so, it, too, has
received our military assistance. Too
often we have pandered to the pride of
military dictators there and have given
them sophisticated armaments, to enable
them to “keep up with the Joneses.” In
effect, we have contributed our share to
a military buildup and armaments race
in Latin America. Think of it, Mr. Presi-
dent. Although our professed purpose
all over the world is to work for peace,
we have, in effect, contributed our share
to a military buildup and armaments race
in Latin America.

I ask Senators to consider the feelings
of U.S. fishermen who have been illegally
taken from their fishing vessels while
fishing on the high seas and have been
transported to a Latin American coun-
try in a vessel which was given to that
country by the United States under its
military assistance program. We should
consider the feelings of such fishermen
who are taken from their vessels—
whether by Ecuador, Peru, or Chile—and
imprisoned and fined, although the
vessels used to arrest them illegally and
take them to prison were given to those
nations as a part of our military aid pro-
gram. Is not that ironical—not to use
a stronger word?

Last week there was considerable de-
bate in the Senate on an amendment
sponsored by the two distinguished Sen-
ators from California [Mr. KucHEL and
Mr. EncrLE]. Unfortunately, the junior
Senator from California [Mr. EnGLE]
was unable, because of illness, to be pres-
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ent in the Senate on that occasion. We
are delighted with the good news that
he is recovering rapidly. In any event,
carrying the ball on that occasion for
the two California Senators was the dis-
tinguished minority whip [Mr. KucHEL],
who pointed out that our fishermen who
were fishing in international waters
there were arrested, and he pointed out
that one American fisherman was ar-
rested by the crew of a patrol boat which
we are told was formerly a vessel of the
U.S. Navy, and another was arrested by
the crew of an Ecuadorian vessel, also
aboard a former U.S. naval vessel.

But the able Senator from California
did not specifically point out, and I am
not sure he was aware of it, that those
vessels—gunboats, and cruisers—were
given to certain Latin American coun-
tries as a part of our military aid pro-
gram. What a fine situation that is.
We give them the vessels for purposes of
defense against some fancied foe, but
they use them to arrest American fish-
ermen and drag them to jail, where some
of them were kept for several weeks.
What a spectacle that is. I would hardly
have imagined that that would happen,
but it did happen. It is something for
Ripley. American naval vessels given to
those countries under our military aid
program are used to arrest American
fishermen, and take them to jail, and
they are fined. I am curious to know
what possible defense could be made of
that application of our military aid pro-
gram.

This amendment relates to the situ-
ation in connection with the countries of
Latin America. Of course it is not a
new subject.

In August 1962, I made an extended
address to the Senate on this subject,
and at that time I pointed out that, in
my judgment, military aid to Latin
America was defeating the purposes of
the Alliance for Progress, and I docu-
mented it fully with the results in half
a dozen countries were the arms the
United States had given them had re-
sulted in military overthrows, in military
dictatorship and in instability—thwart-
ing economic progress, social reform and
peaceful development.

It might be apropos if at this time I
quoted from the speech I then made in
the Senate, because at that time, more
than a year ago, I prophesied the de-
velopment of this very situation; and I
pointed out that our military aid was up-
setting existing governments.

I do not know whether the leadership
is willing to accept this amendment, but
I point out that it would give the Presi-
dent adequate latitude. But the amend-
ment would establish an important prin-
ciple, because, as I have said, under the
amendment the President not only could
fulfill prior commitments, but, in addi-
tion, whenever he thought such aid was
in the interest of the national security—
and, of course, that proviso could be very
broadly administered—the President
could extend such aid. The invasion of
a Latin American country by an armed
force might menace the security of the
United States; and in that case the Presi-
dent could take appropriate action. But
I feel that the kind of military aid we
have been giving for a decade and a half
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carries out the purposes for which it was
intended; namely, hemispheric security
and mutual defense, I pointed all this
out in a speech made earlier in this de-
bate.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alaska yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
McNamAra in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Alaska yield to the Senator
from Arkansas?

Mr. GRUENING. I1yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Would the Sena-
tor from Alaska agree to the inclusion
in lines 7 and 8 of language which would
cover a situation in which such countries
were threatened with internal subver-
sion? We know that today there is in
Venezuela a very active internal Com-
munist group which is threatening the
security of that country. We are very
much interested in maintaining the in-
tegrity of the present Government in
Venezuela, which I think is the only Gov-
ernment which has a prospect of surviv-
ing there if the present Communist
threat is surmounted. Would the Sena-
tor from Alaska agree that the words
“necessary to safeguard the security”
should refer not only to outside aggres-
sion, but also to internal subversion
which might threaten the security of the
country?

Mr. GRUENING. I agree. Perhapsit
should be pointed out that under the
amendment it would be possible for the
United States to provide them with mili-
tary assistance of a certain type—
namely, small arms, pistols, rifles, tear
gas, and so forth—but not tanks and
naval vessels, which have been so greatly
misused.

Of course, subversion is not confined
to the use of military force; it also takes
place by means of all kinds of intrigue.

If the chairman of the committee
would accept the amendment in such
form as to take care of cases of internal
subversion, carried on by violence, I
would be very happy to have him do so.

Our continuing acceptance of the gen-
eral principle of hemispheric defense
which was accepted generally when this
program was called mutual security is
no longer valid, for this is not now a
mafter of mutual security, but a matter
of security against internal assault—al-
though it might involve a threat to mu-
tual security. Most of the upsets which
have occurred in such countries have
occurred as the result of the activities of
juntas which have threatened and over-
turned democratically instituted govern-
ments, or in some cases less democrati-
cally instituted governments. In any
case, they have upset the then existing
governments.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Would the Sena-
tor also agree that the word “and” on
line 5, immediately before the (2),
should be “or”? It ought to be phrased
alternatively, should it not? If the two
were coupled together, there is a limita-
tion requiring a prior commitment.

Mr. GRUENING. I would be very
happy to have the Senator suggest some
additional language. I should like to
have stated as a principle that whole-
sale aid to Latin America allegedly for
hemispheric defense be scrapped.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. That subject was
discussed in the committee. The com-
mittee discussed its approval of some of
the projects which involved cruisers and
submarines. They were justified, not
by the State Department, but by the mili-
tary, as being necessary for hemispheric
defense—patrolling access routes to
Latin America, and so on. That was a
number of years ago. That was the ex-
planation given and insisted upon. The
committee was critical of some of the
proposed projects. As I recall—I be-
lieve in the case of Peru, and possibly
in the case of Venezuela—ecruisers or
other fairly large naval vessels pur-
chased from other countries were in-
volved. I think we furnished them one
or two, but not many.

The one item referred to was involved.
‘We disapproved that on principle on the
same ground that the Senator is now
stating.

Mr. GRUENING. It seems to me that
the situation could be satisfactorily re-
solved if we inserted language which
would make it clear that the President
could at any time act in relation to any
individual country, rather than have in
the bill a blanket arrangement for mili-
tary aid to countries of Latin America,
which aid to date has been given indis-
criminately to every one of those coun-
tries, including Costa Rica, which by its
constitution has abolished its army.
Costa Rica went under the military aid
program. It was not really military aid;
it was civil aid. Jeeps, three planes, a
patrol boat, and a Coast Guard cutter
were involved. But it should not have
been called military aid. It should not
have been in the military program.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Iam notsure about
that particular case, but the Senator
knows that in administering the contin-
gency fund, quite often allocation is re-
quired to be made in accordance with
some other existing authority, which
does not always include an accurate de-
seription of the purpose.

There are certain restrictions in the
law in that connection. Sometimes it is
called supporting assistance, as in the
case of a country like Bolivia, when it
does not conform to the usual criteria for
supporting assistance, because no direct
military aid is involved. But that was
done because use of the contingency
fund had to be in accordance with some
other authority.

I guestioned that policy. It was said
that the contingency fund was always
allocated under the authority of some
other section of the act, even though it
does not conform to the usual primary
purpose of that particular allocation.
That was true in one or two cases in
which either military assistance or sup-
porting assistance was used as a desig-
nation of certain aid, when it was neither
one. It was actually the use of the con-
tingency fund, and was administered in
accordance with the provisions and re-
strictions applying to those particular
categories.

Mr. MORSE, Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alaska yield?

Mr. GRUENING. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. I wish the attention of
the Senator from Alaska [Mr. GRUENING]
and the chairman of the committee, the
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Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT].
We are considering whether or not to
reach an understanding in relation to
the Senator's amendment that will ac-
complish the maximum amount of good
and be acceptable to the administration
and to the chairman. Let us face it.
The real problem is in fact a psychologi-
cal problem in Latin America.

If it becomes necessary to do so, I in-
tend to use this afternoon to speak about
some messages I have received from some
of our best friends in Latin America, in-
cluding Latin American presidents, who
are very much concerned about what
America’s policy is to be in connection
with the subject of military aid. They
are democracies, but in some instances
they are shaky democracies. They are
fearful that they may not survive. But
it seems to me that the important thing
is that we try to arrive at some arrange-
ment. I want the Senator from Alaska
to know that I, as a cosponsor of the
amendment, will go along with anything
that the Senator from Alaska can work
out in the way of an adjustment of the
amendment whereby we would say to
Latin America, “We will not give you any
more military aid.” That would not stop
the training programs.

It would not stop purchases. We
would say, “We are not going to give you
any more military aid as such, unless in
some specific case the President of the
United States finds that in the interest
of U.S. security—and he sets forth his
reasons to Congress—it ought to be
done.” No one can stop that. I cannot
conceive that anyone would want to stop
it—ecertainly not the senior Senator from
Oregon and, I am sure, the Senator from
Alaska. But it would be a great psycho-
logical change in the bill. In my judg-
ment the bill would then become a great
psychological weapon throughout Latin
America. It could be used by our friends.
They would rest a little more secure.
They would feel a little better. At pres-
ent our friends in Latin America are
worried.

This morning I had a conference with
a prominent Latin American. I know
whereof I speak when I say that my
views are not singular to me but are
shared in many high places in Latin
America. The Senator from Oregon has
some other amendments on military aid
in connection with Latin America. We
cannot tell how the Senate will vote on
them. I have an amendment in which I
have proposed to cut $10 million from
proposed aid to Latin America. If an
adjustment could be arrived at on the
amendment, I would not offer it. The
psychological value is more important.
I think it would be worth many times
the saving of $10 million. A dollar sign
cannot be put on the psychological value
of the proposal.

The time has come, in America’s self-
interest, to serve notice on military
groups in Latin America that we will not
continue to build up a military caste sys-
tem in many places in Latin America,
which is not working in the direction of
strengthening freedom in Latin America.

I must leave the floor of the Senate
temporarily. I hope the Senator will
protect my interests while I am gone.
He always has, so far as my parliamen-
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tary rights are concerned. I wish the
Senator from Alaska to know that any
arrangement he can arrive at with the
leadership in regard to the amendment
will be aceeptable to me.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GRUENING. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I find the Sena-
tor's amendment very constructive. I
believe it will serve a useful purpose in
the bill. As the Senator from Alaska and
the Senator from Oregon know, I have
been very much concerned about the
military assistance program in Latin
America. I voted to reduce it because
I felt that there were abuses of it, and
that much of it was going for purposes
other than purposes which would be
helpful to our own security or even to
the security of free institutions in Latin
America. The record should be clear
that our Government should cooperate
with duly constituted governments in
Latin America for internal security pur-
poses, and to make sure that con-
stitutionally elected government at least
have a fighting chance to resist the guer-
rilla tactics and the forces of open vio-
lence and terror which are evident in
such countries as Venezuela and Colom-
bia, to mention two; but there are others.
We do not want anything we do here
to be interpreted as denying our coop-
eration to duly constituted and elected
governments to protect their own secu-
rity and their own democratic institu-
tions.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GRUENING. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. I wish to join in that
statement. I never had any intention
of weakening a democratic government
in Latin America as it tries to meet any
Communist threat. The need is for ma-
chineguns, rifles, pistols, tear gas, and
the entire group of small arms necessary
to meet the guerrillas. They do not need
submarines, jet bombers, and heavy
equipment, much of it obsolete to our
purposes, anyway.

In my judgment, the amendment of
the Senator from Alaska would give
them protection of the kind they need,
and would serve notice that they will not
get the other kind of military aid.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe the Sen-
ator from Oregon is correct. I would add
to the group of small arms which might
be needed for internal security purposes
by constitutional governments. Such an
item, for example, as a helicopter might
be helpful at present in Venezuela.

Mr. MORSE. That would be very
helpful.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me say to the
Senator from Alaska that the suggestion
made by the chairman—that on line 5
the word “and” be changed to “or,” I
believe would be helpful, because it would
strengthen the amendment, I believe it
would do much to eliminate any doubt as
to its purpose.

Mr. MORSE. I have already told the
chairman that I believed that would be
good.

Mr. GRUENING. I should like to ask
the Senator from Oregon fo remain for
a moment, while I suggest to the chair-
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man additional language: On line 9, after
the words “United States,” to add:
Or the security of a country associated with
the United States in the Alliance for Progress
military overthrow of a duly con-
stituted government.

In other words, when their safety is
threatened we can give them arms.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should hope so.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I see nothing
wrong with that.

Mr. GRUENING. Would the Senator
from Arkansas accept that language?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes. The Sena-
tor is making specific what we have said
as a matter of legislative history. I
should like what we have said, of course,
to be the interpretation which we put
upon the language.

Mr. MORSE. It must be. That is
why I said what I said, to join the Sena-
tor from Minnesota in making legisla-
tive history as to the meaning of the
amendment.

Mr. GRUENING. The point the Sen-
ator from Minnesota has made is a good
one. Venezuela is threatened by sub-
versive activities and faces violence; and
that government needs weapons for its
protection.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes.

Mr. GRUENING. There are other
such cases. In some others, the same sit-
uation does not exist. If we can obviate
blanket assignments of military aid to all
countries indiscriminately, I believe we
shall have made a great improvement.
That is what I hope to accomplish.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In view of the
statement of the Senator from Oregon
with regard to the attitude on further
cuts or changes in the bill, I would be
disposed to accept the amendment with
that understanding.

Mr. MORSE. I do not wish to be mis-
understood. I am not going to offer any
more proposals for any more cuts in
reference to Latin America.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is what I
understand.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Min-
nesota knows my position. I am going
to do my best to save another $20 mil-
lion. Three days ago I said that was
my objective. I have $20 million to go.
There are other places where we can
save money.

I am not asking for the help of the
chairman, because I know he has the
responsibility of fighting for the bill, and
I admire him for it. The Senator from
Minnesota knows where I believe other
savings can be made. I am not asking
the Senator from Minnesota to help.
I do not expect to offer any more pro-
posals for cuts in regard to Latin Amer-
ica, but I do not wish to get myself into
a poor ftrading position. Like David
Harum, I am too good a horse trader to
be left with only one vote—and then be
voted down.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from
Oregon has never been outtraded. I
bought some cattle from him once.
Many Senators already know of his abil-
ity not only as a great legislator and an
outstanding Senator but also as one of
the truly great David Harums of all time.

Mr. MORSE. Since the Senator from
Minnesota bought the cattle, I have been
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looking in the mail each morning for a
“conscience money” check from him,
because that is what he owes me,

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from
Oregon should write to himself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator from Alaska has new language
for his amendment, that he wishes to
offer, will he please send it to the desk
so that the clerk may report it?

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum, so that
we can draft appropriate language.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call may be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, I
modify my amendment as follows: On
line 9, after the words “United States”,
add:

Or to safeguard the security of a country
associated with the TUnited States in the
Alliance for Progress against military over-
throw of a duly constituted government.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The CHieF CLERK. In line 9, after
“United States”, it is proposed to add:

Or to safeguard the security of a country
assoclated with the United States In the
Alliance for Progress against military over-
throw of a duly constituted government.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I also understood
that the word “and”, in line 5, just
preceding the “(2)”, would be changed
to “or'.

Mr. GRUENING. Yes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator will
change that in his amendment?

Mr. GRUENING. Yes; that is agree-
able.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The amendment,
as modified, I am perfectly willing to
accept.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., The
Senator has a right to modify his amend-
ment.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GRUENING. I am glad to yield.

Mr. CARLSON. As the chairman of
the Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee and those of us who are members of
the committee know, we spent hours dis-
cussing this very difficult problem of the
military assistance program in Latin
America and for other countries. I
commend the Senator from Alaska for
trying to devise a program, which I be-
lieve will be most helpful.

I appreciate very much the fact that
our distinguished chairman has agreed
to accept the amendment. In the fu-
ture it will have a very beneficial effect
on military expenditures and our mili-
tary operations in Latin America. We
do not wish to do anything that will not
assist an established government to pre-
serve itself in a sound and a safe posi-
tion, because it is to our interest to keep
this type of government in Latin Amer-
ica. I appreciate the efforts that have
been made by the Senator from Alaska,
and I commend him.
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Mr. GRUENING. I thank the Sen-
ator from Kansas. I also greatly appre-
ciate the cooperation and assistance of
the distinguished chairman of the com-
mittee. If this provision is administered
in accordance with the expressed will of
the Congress, as indicated by this con-
versation, it will be helpful. We do not
in any way desire to risk the security
of any nation in this hemisphere, or our
own, but we believe experience has
shown that the blanket giving of mil-
itary assistance to all countries, regard-
less of the necessity, was an error and
has proved disastrous in a number of
cases. With judicious application of this
language, which really places the re-
sponsibility upon the President and his
military advisers, we will accomplish a
great step forward in promoting peace
and obviating to a very large extent the
military overthrows of constitutional
governments, such as we have seen in
Ecuador, in Peru, in Guatemala, and
more recently in the Dominican Repub-
lic and in Honduras.

I believe this will have a very salutary
effect in relation to the overthrow of
governments, as in the case of Honduras,
which took place a week before an elec-
tion, and in the case of the Dominican
Republie, which had had a truly demo-
cratic election.

I am glad to have this amendment
accepted.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp a
table showing military aid to Latin
America, cumulative, from fiscal years
1946 to 1963, and the programed aid for
fiscal year 1963.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Military aid to Latin America

[In millions of dollars]
Cumula- | Fiscal | Total,
Country tive, fiscal] year by
years 1963 |countries
1946-63
48.7 %7 51.14
5.6 L6 7.2
234.9 16.9 251. 8
77.2 10.2 87.4
58. 4 8.4 66.8
L7 = f 2.4
A N 1.0
9.1 21 1.2
32.8 2.8 35.6
L6 .6 2.2
7.0 2.0 9.0
5.4 .4 5.8
4.1 11 52
7.2 1.2 8.4
5.5 L5 7.0
L8 .B 2.6
1.9 .9 2.8
95.7 6.7 102.4
30. 5 2.6 33.0
68. 4 10. 4 7.88
o 12 1.2 8.4
T15.7 747 T00. 4

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 235, as modified, proposed by the
Senator from Alaska [Mr, GRUENING]
for himself and other Senators, to in-
sert certain words on page 41, after line
8, in the committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended.

The modified amendment to the
amendment, was agreed to.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, I
move that the vote by which the amend-
ment was adopted be reconsidered.
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Mr. PASTORE and Mr. CARLSON
moved to lay on the table the motion
to reconsider.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will eall the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

EXPERT ANALYSIS OF U.S. BALANCE-
OF-PAYMENTS PROBLEM

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, this
morning the Joint Economic Committee
continued hearing testimony on this
country’s critical balance-of-payments
situation. Three of the outstanding ex-
perts in the world on the subject of bal-
ance of payments appeared before the
committee. All three of the papers that
were submitted were noteworthy. Two
of those papers were concise and brief.
One paper was presented by Prof. Mil-
ton Friedman of the University of Chi-
cago, and the other paper was by Dr.
Henry C. Wallich, also an extraordinarily
able economist formerly a leading eco-
nomic adviser in the Eisenhower admin-
istration.

These two papers tend to counterbal-
ance each other. Mr. Friedman spoke
very eloguently of the desirability of
what he calls a floating exchange sys-
tem, or a flexible rate system, instead of
having the present fixed dollar price
pegged to the price of gold of $35 an
ounce; Professor Friedman pointed to the
many advantages in this kind of system.
It would mean that we would not have fo
rely, as we do now, on loans and suffer-
ance of other countries, and we would
not have to tie our own domestic econ-
omy to what happens in other countries,
and in that way we would not have to re-
strain our use of our two great national
economic weapons: fiscal policy and
monetary policy, because of concern over
what might happen to our international
balance of payments.

In his view, the great advantage of
this system would be that it would leave
the determination of the value of the
dollar to free economic forces. He said
that this has been the historic way in
which we have done it throughout much
of our history up until about 1934.

Professor Friedman said that this
would solve our .balance-of-payments
difficulties, and that we would not have
our Federal domestic economic policy
paralyzed by fear of international con-

Dr, Wallich took the contrary position.
He did not agree that flexible rates repre-
sent a practical alternative. He con-
ceded that there was a great measure
of acceptance of flexible rates in the
academic field. It seemed to me that Dr.
Wallich was unable to come forward with
any clear alternative. He had to agree
that we were in great difficulty, and that
any alternafive system of adjusting to
our balance of payments would be diffi-
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cult to find and would require a long
period of time.

Dr. Wallich answered point by point
the excellent paper by Professor Fried-
man.

I believe that these papers would be of
interest to all Senators who are con-
cerned with our balance-of-payments
problems. For that reason I ask unani-
mous consent that both papers be printed
in the Recorp at this point in my re-
marks.

There being no objection, the papers
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

SraTeMENT BEFORE JoINT EconomIic Com-
MITTEE, NOVEMBER 14, 1963, HEARINGS ON
BALANCE OF PAYMENTS, BY MirToN FRIED-
MAN, UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO

Discussions of U.8. policy with respect to
international payments tend to be dominated
by our immediate balance-of-payments diffi-
culties. I should like today to approach the
question from a different, and I hope more
constructive, direction. Let us begin by
asking ourselves not merely how we can
get out of our present difficulties but in-
stead how we can fashion our international
payments system so that it will best
serve our needs for the long pull, how we
can solve mot merely this balance-of-pay-
ments problem but the balance-of-payments
problem.

A shocking, and indeed, disgraceful feature
of the present situation is the extent to
which our frantic search for expedients to
stave off balance-of-payments pressures has
led us, on the one hand, to sacrifice major
national objectives; and, on the other, to
give enormous power to officials of foreign
governments to affect what should be purely
domestiec = matters. Forelgn payments
amount to only some 5 percent of our total
national income. Yet they have become a
major factor in nearly every national policy.

I belleve that a system of floating ex-
change rates would solve the balance-of-
payments problem for the United States far
more effectively than our present arrange-
ments. Such a system would use the flexi-
bility and efficiency of the free market to
harmonize our small foreign trade sector
with both the rest of our massive economy
and the rest of the world; it would reduce
problems of foreign payments to their prop-
er dimensions and remove them as a major
consideration in governmental policy about
domestic matters and as a major preoccupa-
tion in international political negotiations;
it would foster our national objectives rather
than be an obstacle to their attainment.

To indicate the basis for this conclusion,
let us consider the national objective with
which our payments system is most directly
connected: The promotion of a healthy and
balanced of world trade, carried on,
so far as possible, by private individuals and
private enterprises with minimum interven-
tion by governments. This has been a ma-
jor objective of our whole postwar interna-
tional economic policy, most recently ex-
pressed in the Trade Expansion Act of 1962,
Success would knit the free world more
closely together, and, by fostering the inter-
national division of labor, raise standards of
living throughout the world, including the
United States.

Suppose that we succeed in negotiating
far-reaching reciprocal reductions in tarifis
and other trade barriers with the Common
Market and other countries®! Such reduc-
tlons will expand trade In general but clearly
will have different effects on different indus~

1To simplify exposition I shall hereafter
refer only to tariffs, letting these stand for
the whole range of barriers to trade, includ-
ing even the so-called “voluntary” limitation
of exports.
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tries. The demand for the products of some
will expand, for others contract. This is a
phenomenon we are famillar with from our
internal development. The capacity of our
free enterprise system to adapt quickly and
efficlently to such shifts, whether produced
by changes in technology or tastes, has been
a major source of our economic growth.
The only additional element introduced by
international trade is the fact that different
currencles are involved, and this 1s where
the payment mechanism comes in; its func-
tion is to keep this fact from being an addi-
tional source of disturbance,

An all around lowering of tariffs would
tend to increase both our expenditures and
our receipts in foreign currencles. There
is no way of knowing in advance which in-
crease would tend to be the greater and hence
no way of knowing whether the initial ef-
fect would be toward a surplus or deficit in
our balance-of-payments. What is clear
is that we cannot hope to succeed in the ob-
jective of expanding world trade unless we
can readily adjust to either outcome.?

Suppose then that the initial effect is to
increase our expenditures on imports more
than our receipts from exports. How could
we adjust to this outcome?

One method of adjustment is to draw on
reserves or borrow from abroad to finance
the excess increase in imports. The ob-
vious objection to this method is that it
is only a temporary device, and hence can be
relied on only when the disturbance is tem-
porary. But that is not the major objec-
tion. Even if we had very large reserves or
could borrow large amounts from abroad, so
that we could continue this expedient for
many years, it Is a most undesirable one.
We can see why if we look at physical rather
than financial magnitudes.

The physical counterpart to the financial
deficit is a reduction of employment in in-
dustries competing with imports that is
larger than the concurrent expansion of em-
ployment in export industries. So long as
the financial deficit continues, the assumed
tarif reductions create employment prob-
lems. But it is no part of the aim of tariff
reductions to create unemployment at home
or to promote employment abroad. The aim
is a balanced expansion of trade, with ex-
ports rising along with imports and thereby
providing employment opportunities to offset
any reduction in employment resulting from
increased im

Hence, simply drawlng on reserves or
bm-rowlng abroad is a most unmﬁﬂachry
method of adjustment.

Another method of adjustment is to lower
U.S. prices relative to foreign prices, since
this would stimulate exports and discour-

*Many people concerned with our pay-
ments deficits hope that since we are operat-
ing further from full capacity than Europe,
we could supply a substantial increase in ex-
ports whereas they could not. Implicity,
this assumes that European countries are
prepared to see their surplus turned into a
deficlt, thereby contributing to the reduc-
tion of the deficits we have recently been ex-
periencing In our balance-of-payments.
Perhaps this would be the initial effect of
tarif changes. But if the achievement of
such a result is to be sine qua non of tariff
agreement, we cannot hope for any signifi-
cant reduction in barriers, We could be
confident that exports would expand more
than imports only if the tariff changes were
one-sided indeed, with our trading partners
making much greater reductions in tariffs
than we make. Our major means of induc-
ing other countries to reduce tariffs is to
offer corresponding reductions in our tariff,
More generally, there is little hope of con-
tinued and sizable liberalization of trade
if lberalization is to be viewed simply as
a device for correcting balance-of-payments
difficulties. That way lies only backing and
filling.
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age imports, If foreign countries are ac-
commodating enough to engage in infilation,
such a change in relative prices might re-
quire merely that the United States keep
prices stable or even, that it simply keep
them from rising as fast as foreign prices.
But there is no necessity for foreign coun-
tries to be so accommodating, and we could
hardly count on their being so accommodat-
ing. The use of this technique therefore
involves a willingness to produce a decline
in U.8. prices by tight monetary policy or
tight fiscal policy or both. Given time, this
method of adjustment would work. But in
the interim, it would exact a heavy toll. It
would be difficult or impossible to force
down prices appreciably without producing
a recession and considerable unemployment.
To eliminate in the long run the unemploy-
ment resulting from the tariff changes, we
should in the short run be creating cyclical
unemployment. The cure might for a time
be far worse than the disease.

This second method is therefore also most
unsatisfactory. Yet these two methods—
drawing on reserves and forcing down
prices—are the only two methods available
under our present international payment
arrangements, which involve fixed exchange
rates between the TU.S. dollar and other
“currencies. Little wonder that we have so
far made such disappointing progress toward
the reduction of trade barriers, that our
practice has differed so much from our
preaching.

There is one other way and only one other
way to adjust and that is by allowing (or
foreing) the price of the U.S. dollar to fall
in terms of other currencies. To a foreigner,
U.8. goods can become cheaper in either of
two ways—either because their prices in
the United States fall in terms of dollars
or because the foreigner has to give up fewer
units of his own currency to acquire a dol-
lar, which is to say, the price of the dollar
falls, For example, suppose a particular
U.S. car sells for $2,800 when a dollar costs
7 shillings, tuppence in British money (i.e.,
roughly £1 equals $2.80). The price of the car
is then £1,000 in British money. It is all
the same to an Englishman—or even a
Scotchman—whether the price of the car
falls to $2,500 while the price of a dollar
remains 7 shillings, tuppence, or, alterna-
tively, the price of the car remains $2,800,
while the price of a dollar falls to 6 shillings,
5 pence (l.e.,, roughly £1 equals $3.11). In
either case, the car costs the Englishman
£800 rather than £1,000, which is what mat-
ters to him. Similarly, foreign goods can
become more expensive to an American In
either of two ways—either because the price
in terms of foreign currency rises or be-
cause he has to give up more dollars to ac-
quire a given amount of foreign currency.

Changes in exchange rates can therefore
alter the relative price of U.S. and foreign
goods in precisely the same way as can
changes in internal prices in the United
States and in foreign countries. And they
can do so without requiring anything lke
the same internal adjustments. If the ini-
tial effect of the tariff reductions would be
to create a deficit at the former exchange
rate (or enlarge an existing deficit or reduce
an existing surplus) and thereby increase
unemployment, this effect can be entirely
avoided by a change in exchange rates which
will produce a balanced expansion in imports
and exports without interfering with domes-
tic employment, domestic prices, or domestic
monetary and fiscal policy. The pig can be
roasted without burning down the barn.

The situation is of course entirely sym-
metrical if the tariff changes should initially
happen to expand our exports more than our
imports. Under present circumstances, we
would welcome such a result, and conceiv-
ably, if the matching deficit were experienced
by countries currently running a surplus,
they might permit it to occur without seek-
ing to offset it. In that case, they and we
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would be using the first method of adjust-
ment—changes in reserves or borrowing.
But again, if we had started off from an even
keel, this would be an undesirable method
of adjustment. On our side, we should be
sending out useful goods and receiving only
foreign currencies in return. On the side of
our partners, they would be using up reserves
and tolerating the creation of unemploy-
ment.

The second method of adjusting to a sur-
plus is to permit or force domestic prices to
rise—which is of course what we did in part
in the early postwar years when we were
running large surpluses. Again, we should
be forcing maladjustments on the whole
economy to solve a problem arising from a
small part of it—the 5 percent accounted for
by foreign trade.

Again, these two methods are the only ones
available under our present international
payments arrangements, and neither is satis-
factory.

The final method is to permit or force ex-
change rates to change—Iin this case, a rise
in the price of the dollar in terms of foreign
currencies. This solution is again specifi-
cally adapted to the specific problem of the
balance of payments.

Changes in exchange rates can be pro-
duced in either of two general ways. One
way is by a change in an official exchange
rate; an official devaluation or appreciation
from one fixed level which the government
is committed to support to another fixed
level. This is the method used by Britain in
its postwar devaluation and by Germany
in 1861 when the mark was appreciated.
This is also the main method contemplated
by the IMF which permits member nations
to change their exchange rates by 10 per-
cent without consultation and by a larger
amount after consultation and approval by
the Fund. But this method has serious
disadvantages. It makes a change in rates
a matter of major moment, and hence there
iz a tendency to postpone any change as
long as possible. Difficulties cumulate and
a larger change is finally needed than would
have been required if it could have been
made promptly. By the time the change is
made, everyone is aware that a change is
pending and Is certaln about the direction
of change. The result is to encourage a
flight from a currency, if it is golng to be
devalued, or to a currency, if it is going to
be appreciated.

There is in any event little basis for de-
termining precisely what the new rate should
be. Speculative movements increase the
difficulty of judging what the new rate
should be, and introduce a systematic bias,
making the change needed appear larger
than it actually is. The result, particularly
when devaluation occurs, is generally to
lead officials to “play safe” by making an
even larger change than the large change
needed. The country is then left after the
devaluation with a maladjustment precisely
the opposite of that with which it started,
and is thereby encouraged to follow policies
it cannot sustain in the long run.

Even if all these difficulties could be
avoided, this method of changing from one
fixed rate to another has the disadvantage
that it is necessarily discontinuous. Even
if the new exchange rates are precisely cor-
rect when first established, they will not long
remain correct.

A second and much better way in which
changes in exchange rates can be produced
is by permitting exchange rates to float, by
allowing them to be deftermined from day
to day in the market. This is the method
which the United States used from 1862 to
1879, and again, in effect, from 1917 or so
to about 1925, and again from 1933 to 1034,
It is the method which Britain used from
1918 to 1925 and again from 1931 to 1939,
and which Canada used for most of the in-
terwar period and again from 1950 to May
1962. Under this method, exchange rates
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adjust themselves continuously, and mar-
ket forces determine the magnitude of each
change. There is no need for any official to
decide by how much the rate should rise or
fall. This is the method of the free market,
the method that we adopt unquestioningly
in a private enterprise economy for the bulk
of goods and services. It is no less available
for the price of one money in terms of
another,

With a floating exchange rate, it is pos-
sible for governments to intervene and try
to affect the rate by buying or selling, as
the British exchange equalization fund did
rather successfully in the 1930's, or by com-
bining buying and selling with public an-
nouncements of intentions, as Canada did
80 disastrously in early 1962. On the whole,
it seems to me undesirable to have govern-
ment Intervene, because there is a strong
tendency for government agencies to try to
peg the rate rather than to stabilize it, be-
cause they have no special advantage over
private speculators in stabilizing it, because
they can make far bigger mistakes than pri-
vate speculators risking their own money,
and because there is a tendency for them
to cover up their mistakes by changing the
rules—as the Canadian case so strikingly il1-
lustrates—rather than by reversing course.
But this is an issue on which there is much
difference of opinion among economists who
are agreed in favoring floating rates. Clearly,
it is possible to have n successful floating rate
along with governmental speculation.

The great objective of tearing down trade
barriers, of promoting a worldwide expan-
sion of trade, of giving citizens of all coun-
tries, and especially the underdeveloped
countries, every opportunity to sell their
products in open markets under equal terms
and thereby every incentive to use their re-
sources efficiently, of glving countries an
alternative through free world trade to
autarchy and central planning—this great
objective can, I believe, be achieved best
under a regime of floating rates. All coun-
tries, and not just the United States, can
proceed to liberalize boldly and confidently
only if they can have reasonable assurance
that the resulting trade expansion will be
balanced and will not interfere with major
domestic objectives. Floating exchange
rates, and so far as I can see, only floating
exchange rates, provide this assurance.
They do so because they are an automatic
mechanism for protecting the domestic
economy from the possibility that liberaliza-
tlon will produce a serious imbalance in in-
ternational payments.

Despite their advantages, floating ex-
change rates have a bad press. Why is
this so?

One reason is because a consequence of
our present system that I have been citing
as a serious disadvantage s often regarded
as an advantage; namely, the extent to which
the small foreign trade sector dominates
national policy. Those who regard this as
an advantage refer to it as the discipline of
the gold standard. I would have much sym-
pathy for this view if we had a real gold
standard, so the discipline was imposed by
impersonal forces which in turn reflected
the realities of resources, tastes, and tech-
nology. But in fact we have today only a
pseudo gold standard and the so-called dis-
cipline is imposed by governmental officials
of other countries who are determining their
own internal monetary policies and are either
being forced to dance to our tune or calling
the tune for us, depending primarily on acci-
dental political developments. This is a
discipline we can well do without.

A possibly more important reason why
floating exchange rates have a bad press,
I believe, is a mistaken Interpretation of ex-
perience with floating rates, arising out of
a statistical fallacy that can be seen easily
in a standard example. Arizona is clearly
the worst place in the United States for a
person with tuberculosis to go because the
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death rate from tuberculosis is higher in
Arizona than in any other State. The fallacy
in this case is obvious. It is less obvious
in connection with exchange rates. Coun-
tries that have gotten into severe financial
difficulties, for whatever reason, have had
ultimately to change their exchange rates
or let them change. No amount of exchange
control and other restrictions on trade have
enabled them to peg an exchange rate that
was far out of line with economic realities.
In consequence, floating rates have {fre-
quently been associated with financial and
economic instability. It is easy to conclude,
a8 many have, that floating exchange rates
produce such instability.

This misreading of experience is reinforced
by the general prejudice against speculation,
which has led to the frequent assertion,
typically on the basis of no evidence what-
soever, that speculation in exchange can be
expected to be destabllizing and thereby to
increase the instability in rates. Few who
make this assertion even recognize that it is
equivalent to asserting that speculators gen-
erally lose money.

Floating exchange rates need not be un-
stable exchange rates any more than the
prices of automoblles, or of government
bonds, of coffee, or of meals need gyrate
wildly just because they are free to change
from day to day. The Canadian exchange
rate was free to change during more than
a decade, yet it varied within narrow limits.
The ultimate objective is a world in which
exchange rates, while free to vary, are in
fact highly stable because basic economic
policies and conditions are stable. Instabil-
ity of exchange rates is a symptom of in-
stability in the underlying economic struc-
ture. Elimination of this symptom by
administrative pegging of exchange rates
cures none of the underlying difficulties and
only makes adjustment to them more pain-
ful.

The confusion between stable exchange
rates and pegged exchange rates helps to ex-
plain the frequent comment that floating ex-
change rates would introduce an additional
element of uncertainty into foreign trade
and thereby discourage its expansion. They
introduce no additional element of uncer-
tainty. If a floating rate would, for example,
decline, then a pegged rate would be subject
to pressure that the authorities would have
to meet by internal deflation or exchange
control in some form. The uncertainty
about the rate would simply be replaced
by uncertainty about internal prices or about
the availability of exchange; and the latter
uncertainties, being subject to administra-
tive rather than market control, are likely to
be the more erratic and unpredictable.
Moreover, the trader can far more readily
and cheaply protect himself against the dan-
ger of changes in exchange rates, through
hedging operations in a forward market,
than he can against the danger of changes
in internal prices or exchange avallability.
Floating rates are therefore far more favor-
able to private international trade than
pegged rates.

Though I have discussed the problem of
international payments in the context of
trade liberalization, the discussion is directly
applicable to the more general problem of
adapting to any forces that make for bal-
ance-of-payments difficulties. Consider our
present problem, of a deficit in the balance
of trade plus long-term capital movements.
How can we adjust to it? By one of the
three methods outlined: First, drawing on
reserves or borrowing; second, keeping U.S.
prices from rising as rapidly as foreign prices
or forcing them down; third, permitting or
forcing exchange rates to alter. And, this
time, by one more method: By imposing
additional trade barriers or their eguivalent,
whether in the form of higher tariffs, or
smaller import quotas, or extracting from
other countries tighter voluntary quotas on
their export, or tieing foreign aid, or buying

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

higher priced domestic goods or services to
meet military needs, or imposing taxes on
foreign borrowing, or imposing direct con-
trols on investments by U.S. citizens abroad,
or any one of the host of other devices for
interfering with the private business of pri-
vate individuals that have become so familiar
to us since Hjalmar Schacht perfected the
modern techniques of exchange control in
1934 to strengthen the Nazis for war and
to despoil a large class of his fellow citizens.

Fortunately or unfortunately, even Con-
gress cannot repeal the laws of arithmetic.
Books must balance. We must use one of
these four methods. Because we have been
unwilling to select the only one that is cur-
rently fully consistent with both economic
and political needs—namely, fAoating ex-
change rates—we have been driven, as if by
an invisible hand, to employ all the others—
and even then may not escape the need for
expliclt changes in exchange rates.

We affirm in loud and clear voices that we
will not and must not erect trade barriers—
yet s there any doubt about how far we have
gone down the fourth route? After the host
of measures already taken, the Secretary of
the Treasury has openly stated to the Senate
Finance Committee that if the so-called in-
terest equalization tax—itself a concealed
exchange control and concealed devalua-
tlon—is not passed, we shall have to resort
to direct controls over foreign investment.

We affirm that we cannot drain our reserves
further, yet short term liabilities mount and
our gold stock continues to decline.

We affirm that we cannot let balance-of-
payments problems interfere with domestic
prosperity, yet for at least some 4 years now
we have followed a less expansive monetary
policy than would have been healthy for our
economy.

Even all together, these measures may only
serve to postpone but mot prevent open
devaluation—if the experience of other coun-
tries is any guide. Whether they do, depends
not on us but on others. For our best hope
of escaping our present difficulties is that
foreign countries will inflate.

In the meantime, we adopt one expedient
after another, borrowing here, making swap
arrangements there, changing the form of
loans to make the “figures” look good. En-
tirely aside from the ineflectiveness of most
of these measures, they are politically degrad-
ing and demeaning. We are a great and
wealthy natlon. We should be directing our
own course, setting an example to the world,
living up to our destiny. Instead, we send
our officials hat in hand to make the rounds
of foreign governments and central banks;
we put foreign central banks in a position to
determine whether or not we can meet our
obligations and thus enable them to exert
great influence on our policies; we are driven
to niggling negotiations with Hong Kong
and with Japan and for all I know Monaco
to get them to limit “voluntarily” their ex-
ports. Is thls a posture suitable for the
leader of the free world?

It is not the least of the virtues of floating
exchange rates that we would again become
masters in our own house, We could decide
important issues on the proper ground. The
military could concentrate on military effec-
tiveness and not on saving foreign exchange;
recipients of foreign ald could concentrate
on how to get the most out of what we give
them and not on how to spend it all in the
United States; Congress could decide how
much to spend on foreign aid on the basis
of what we get for our money and what else
we could use it for and not how it will affect
the gold stock; the monetary authorities
could concentrate on domestic prices and
employment, not on how to induce foreign-
ers to hold dollar balances in this country;
the Treasury and the tax committees of Con-
gress could devote their attention to the
equity of the tax system and its effects on
our efficiency, rather than on how to use tax
gimmicks to discourage imports, subsidize
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exports, and discriminate against outflows of
capltal.

A system of floating exchange rates would
render the problem of making outflows equal
inflows unto the market where it belongs and
not leave it to the clumsy and heavy hand of
government. It would leave government free
to concentrate on its proper functions.

In conclusion, a word about gold. Our
commitment to buy and sell gold for mone-
tary use at a fixed price of $35 an ounce is
in practice the mechanism whereby we main-
tain fixed rates of exchange between the
dollar and other currencies; or, more pre-
cisely, whereby we leave all initiative for
changes in such rates to other countries.
This commitment should be terminated, as
the corresponding commitment for silver al-
ready has been. The price of gold, like the
price of silver, should be determined in the
free market, with the U.S. Government com-
mitted neither to buying gold nor to selling
gold at any fixed price. This is the appro-
priate counterpart of a policy of floating ex-
change rates. With respect to our existing
stock of gold, we could simply keep it fixed,
neither adding to it nor reducing it; alter-
natively, we could sell it off gradually at the
market price or add to it gradually thereby
reducing or increasing our governmental
stockpiles of this particular metal. Personal-
ly, I favor selling it off (which would involve
removing the present gold reserve require-
ment for Federal Reserve labilities) and
simultaneously removing all present limita-
tions on the ownership of gold and the trad-
ing in gold by American citizens. There is
no reason why gold, like other commodities,
should not be freely traded on a free market.

TESTIMONY OF HENRY C. WALLICH oN “Ex-
CHANGE RATES: How FLEXIBLE SHOULD THEY
EE,” BEFORE THE JoINT EcoNoMIc ComMMIT-
TEE NOVEMBER 14, 1963

Flexible rates have achleved a high meas-
ure of acceptance in academic circles, but
very little among public officlals. This
raises the question whether we have here a
parallel to the famous case of free trade:
Almost all economists favor it in prineiple,
but no major country ever has adopted it.
Does the logic of economics point equally
irrefutable to flexible rates, while the logic
of politics points in another direction?

The nature of the case, I believe, is funda-
mentally different. Most countries do prac-
tice free trade within their borders, although
they reject it outside. But economists do
not propose flexible rates for the States of
the Union, among which men, money, and
goods can move freely, and which are gov-
erned by uniform monetary. fiscal, and other
policies. Flexible rates are to apply only to
relations among countries that do not permit
Iree factor movements across their borders
and that follow, or may follow, substantially
different monetary and fiscal policles. It is
the imperfections of the world that seem to
suggest that flexible rates, which would be
harmful if applied to different parts of a
single country, would do more good than
harm internationally.

The proponents argue, in effect, that flexi-
ble rates can help a country get out of almost
any of the typlcal difficulties of economics.
If the United States has a balance-of-pay-
ments deficit, a flexible exchange rate can
allow the dollar to decline until receipts have
risen and payments fallen enough to restore
balance, If the United States has unem-
ployment, flexible rates can protect it against
the balance-of-payments consequences of &
policy of expansion. If the United States
has suffered inflation and fears that it will
be undersold internationally, flexible rates
can remove the danger.

Other countries have analogous advantages.
If Chile experlences a decline in copper prices,
flexible rates can ease the inevitable ad-
justment. If Germany finds that other
countries have inflated while German prices
have remained more mnearly stable, flexible
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rates could help to avold importing inflation.
If Canada has a large capital inflow, a flexible
rate will remove the need for price and in-
come increases to facllitate the transfer of
real resources,

Why, in the face of these persuasive at-
tractions, should one advise policymakers to
stay away from flexible rates? Since the
dollar problem is the concrete situation in
which flexible rates are being urged today,
it is in terms of the dollar that they must
be discussed. In broadest terms, the rea-
son why flexible rates are inadvisable is that
their successful functioning would require
more self-discipline and mutual forbearance
than countries today are likely to muster be-
cause the limits of tolerance today are nar-
row and that a flexible dollar would invite
retaliation almost immediately.

They are likely to be alive principally to
the danger of belng undersold by American
producers in their own and third markets.

The Europeans could impose countervail-
ing duties. They could minimize their com-
mitment by imposing a simple form of ex-
change control that the Swiss practiced dur-
ing the last war. They purchased dollars
only from their exporters, thereby stabilizing
the trade dollar, while allowing dollars from
capital movements—finance dollars—to find
their own level in the market.

The large volume of not very predictable
short term capital movements in the world
today makes such reactions under flexible
rates particularly likely. A sudden outflow
of funds from the United States, for in-
stance, would tend to drive the dollar down.
As a result, American exporters could under-
sell producers everywhere else In the world.
It seems unlikely that foreign countries
would allow a fortuitous short term capital
movement to have such far-reaching con-
sequences. It would not even be economi-
cally appropriate to allow a transitory fluctu-
ation in the capital account of the balance
of payments to have a major influence on
the current account.

It can be argued that under flexible rates
the effects of such a movement would be
forestalled by stabilizing speculation on a
future recovery of the dollar. This is pos-
slble. It 1s possible also, however, that
speculation would seek a quick profit from
the initial drop in the dollar, instead of a
longer run—one from its eventual recovery.
Then short run speculation would drive the
dollar down further at first. In any case
there is not enough assurance that specu-
lators will not make mistakes to permit bas-
ing the world’s monetary system upon the
stabilizing effects of speculation.

In the case of countries which import
much of what they consume, such as Eng-
land, a decline in the local currency may
even be self-validating. If the cost of living
rises as the currency declines, wages will
rise. Thereafter the currency may never
recover to its original level.

This points up one probable consequence
of flexible exchange rates: A worldwide accel-
eration of inflation. In some countries the
indicated ratchet effect of wages will be at
work. In the United States a rise in the cost
of imports would not be very important. But
the removal of balance-of-payments re-
straints may well lead to policies that could
lead to price increases. The American Infla-
tion of the 1950's was never defeated until
the payments deficit became serious. Else-
where, the removal of balance-of-payments
disciplines might have the same effect.
Rapid inflation in turn would probably com-
pel governments to intervene drastically in
foreign trade and finance.

The prospect that flexlble rates would
greatly increase uncertainty for foreign trad-
ers and investors has been cited many
times. It should be noted that this uncer-
tainty extends also to domestic investment
decisions that might be affected by changing
import competition or changing export pros-
pects. It has been argued that uncertain-
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tles about future exchange rates can be re-
moved by hedging in the futures market.
This, however, involves a cost even where
cover is readily available. The history of
futures markets does not suggest that it will
be possible to get cover for long-term posi-
tions. To hedge domestic investment deci-
slons that might be affected by flexible rates
is In the nature of things impracticable.

The plcture that emerges of the interna-
tional economy under flexible rates is one of
increasing disintegration. Independent na-
tional policies and unpredictable changes in
each country’s competitive position will com-
pel governments to shield their producers
and markets. The argument that such
shielding would also automatically be accom-
plished by movements in the affected coun-
try's exchange rate underrates the impact of
fluctuations upon particular industries, if not
upon the entire economy. That interna-
tional integration and flexible rates are in-
compatible seems to be the view also of the
European Common Market countries, who
have left little doubt that they want stable
rates within the EEC.

If the disintegrating effects of flexible rates
are to be overcome, a great deal of policy
coordination, combined with self-discipline
and mutual forbearance, would be required.
The desired independence of natlonal eco-
nomic policy would in fact have to be fore-
gone—Iinterest rates, budgets, wage and
prices policles would have to be harmonized.
If the world were ready for such cooperation,
it would be capable also of making a fixed
exchange rate system work. In that case,
flexible rates would accomplish nothing that
could not more cheaply and simply be done
with fixed rates. It seems to follow that
flexible rates have no unique capacity for
good, whereas they possess great capacity to
do damage.

A modified version of the flexible rates
proposal has been suggested. This version
would allow the dollar and other currencles
to fluctuate within a given range, say 5 per-
cent up and down. This “widening of the
gold points" is believed to reduce the dan-
ger of destabilizing speculation. It might
perhaps enlist speculation on the side of
stabilization, for if the dollar, say, had
dropped to its lower limit, and if the public
had confidence that that limit would not be
broken, the only movement on which to spec-
ulate would be a rise. The spectacle of a
currency falling below par may induce, ac-
cording to the proponents, a strong political
effort to bring it back.

This proposal likewise strikes me as un-
workable. For one thing, I doubt that peo-
ple would have a great deal of confidence in
a limit of 6 percent below par, if par itself
has been glven up. Political support for
holding this second line would probably be
less than the support that can be mustered
to hold the first. For another, the execu-
tion of the plan would still require the
maintenance of international reserves, to
protect the upper and lower limit - But
with fluctuating rates, dollar and sterling
would cease to be desirable media for mone-
tary reserves. International liquidity would
become seriously impaired, A third objec-
tion is that under today's conditions, the
complex negotiations and legisiation re-
quired, in the unlikely event that the plan
could be negotiated at all, could not go
forward without Iimmediate speculation
against the dollar before the plan goes into
effect.

It remains only to point out that, even
in the absence of a high degree of interna-
tional cooperativeness, a system of fixed ex-
change rates can be made to work. It can
be made to work mainly because it imposes
a discipline upon all participants, and be-
cause within this discipline there is never-
theless some room for adjustment. The
principle sources of flexibility are produc-
tivity gains and the degree to which they
are absorbed by wage increases. Wages can-
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not be expected to decline. But their rise
can be slowed in relation to the rate of pro-
ductivity growth, in which case prices would
become more competitive relative to other
countries. With annual productivity gains
of 2 to 3 percent in the United States and
more abroad, 1t would not take many years
to remove a temporary imbalance.

LOCAL TRANSPORT AIRLINES IN
HAWAII

Mr. INOUYE., Mr. President, the
Local Transport Airlines in Hawail have
made tremendous progress over the last
5 years. Over that same period the total
revenue ton-miles of traffic carried was
increased from 80 million to 180 million,
with the number of passengers carried
just about doubled over the same period.
In all other respects, the ability of the
carriers to render good service to the
public has been greatly improved.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp a recent speech by
Hon. G. Joseph Minetti, member, Civil
Aeronautics Board, before the Associa-
tion of Local Transport Airlines, ad-
dressed in Honolulu, Hawaii, November
1, 1963. I think that this speech gives
very valuable insights into the policies of
the Civil Aeronautics Board as it affects
hundreds of other airlines throughout
the United States. The speech, in addi-
tion, touches many of the problems faced
by these airlines and would be most use-
ful to them in their future planning.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Local SERVICE IN RETROSPECT AND PROSPECT
(Address by the Honorable G. Joseph Minetti,
member, Civil Aeronautics Board, before
the Association of Local Transport Air-

lines, Honolulu, Hawaii, November 1, 1963)

I am delighted to be back with you in this
hospitable city of Honolulu., Here, 5 years
ago, I had the pleasure of addressing your
association. The years that have elapsed
since that meeting have seen outstanding
progress in Honolulu. Hawaii is now a State.
There have been many advances in our way
of living. In the field of air transportation,
dynamiec strides have been made.

Today marks another important milestone
in the air transportation annals of the State
of Hawali. A new thrift class of air service
between California and Hawail was inaugu-
rated this morning. Gov. John A. Burns,
in his correspondence with the Civil Aero-
nautics Board, sized up the impact of Pan
American’s $100 new economy fare in these
words: “Any reduction In the cost of trans-
portation between our State and the main-
land has important beneficial implications
for Hawall. The proposed £100 fare would
bring substantial numbers of economy-
minded travelers into Hawall's travel market.
Equally important, it would encourage more
frequent travel to the mainland by many
island residents whose trips presently are
limited to rare occasions because of financial
considerations. * * * It would appear the
proposed lower rate could generate substan-
tial new business to the economic advantage
of this State and would indeed en
prospects for development of our travel in-
dustry.”

I am certain all of you here today agree
with Governor Burns, and share my hope for
the success of this new venture in low fare
alr transportation.

But let us talk for a little bit about your
success—the success which you have
achieved in the 5 years since we last met here.
The figures on your performance are quite
impressive. For the 12 months ended June
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80, 1958, you carried 4 million passengers.
In the 12 months ended June 30, 1963, you
carried over 8 million passengers. In the
same 1958 period the total revenue ton-miles
of traffic carried was 80 million. In the year
ended June 30, 1963, they had grown to 180
million. The year ended June 30, 1958, saw
you obtain $55 million in commercial oper-
ating revenues. By June 30, 1963, that an-
nual figure had almost tripled to nearly $145
million, Moreover, these impressive im-
provements in performance were not unat-
tended by increases in profits. On the
contrary, in 1858 the local service industry
reported a net income of only $1.1 million.
By June 30, 1863, your reported profits to-
taled nearly 5 million.

One solld measure both of your success and
of your improved ability to render good serv-
ice to the public is the fact that in 1958 your
total fleet consisted of 219 alrcraft, of which
only 23 could be characterized as modern.
Today, you operate over 383 aircraft, of
which more than 211 are the most modern,
twin-engine types, providing service in the
United States.

I think we are both entitled to be proud of
this performance. I recognize the substan-
tial effort and considerable management skill
which has enabled you to reach this high
operating level, and I think you, too, recog-
nize the very healthy and active part which
the Board, in both its route and rate pro-
grams, has played in assisting the industry
in reaching these goals.

At the same time let us not lose sight of
the great assistance and understanding given
you by Members of the U.8. Congress, par-
ticularly those on the House Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee and the Sen-
ate Commerce Committee.

We at the Board are entitled to be proud
of the healthy and eflective cooperation
which has in the past and will in the future
continue to exist between the Board and
ALTA. For example, in 1958 I made refer-
ence to a document containing some imagi-
native ideas, but representing a marked de-
parture from past concepts in ratemaking.
That document which had then been circu-
lated for your comments and suggestions
was the beginning of a project that 2 years
later culminated in the first local service
subsidy class rate. I think it is fair to say
that without your cooperation and vision, it
would have been difficult, if not impossible,
to have made effective this significant contri-
bution to the regulatory framework in
which you operate. The record clearly indi-
cates the advantages which have resulted
from this great cooperative effort.

The local service industry did not have a
single year, prior to 1961 and the adoption
of the firet class rate, in which the carriers
as a group reported satisfactory earnings.
Indeed, as a result of the open subsidy rates
subject to retroactive adjustment for the
major portion of the time, the carriers' finan-
cial statements, generally speaking, added
up to losses, rather than profits. Such
losses, however, were not real, because they
were ultimately offset by retroactive subsidy
awards. You know far better than I what
a serlous impact the lack of final subsidy
rate determinations had on your standing in
the financial community and your ability to
finance on reasonable terms.

The revitalization of your credit standing
and investor confidence in the local service
industry since 1961 has been as heartening
to the Board as to you. The satisfactory re-
sults under the class rate have been all the
more encouraging to the board, because we
were not unaware of the fact that the em-
barkation on a radically revised approach to
the local service subsidy rate determina-
tion—the class rate—was not without con-
siderable risk.

In the first 2 calendar years under the
class rate, 1961 and 1962, the local carriers
as a group reported a rate of return on in-
vestment in excess of 11 percent. While
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aggregate earnings in the first half of 1963
have declined in both absolute and relative
terms, we note that the rate of return on
investment for the 13 local carriers in the
12 months ended June 30, 1963, approximated
10 percent.

There are several other healthy signs of
financial improvement. Through the rein-
vestment of the bulk of earnings of recent
years and a number of individual security
issues, the equity base of the local carriers
has grown substantially. By June 1963, the
common equity of the carriers reached 35
percent of total capital with an encouraging,
though modest, decline in the ratio of debt
to total capitalization from roughly 76 per-
cent to something below 656 percent.

Another encouraging factor and one that
bodes well for the industry’s ablility to finance
future capital requirements on reasonable
terms is the relationship between the mar-
ket value of your common stock and the book
value of each carrier's stock. Data for a
recent period this summer indicate that the
common stock of 11 of the 12 local service
carrlers whose stock is traded publicly was
selling above its bock value and, In the ma-
jority of cases, the spread between market
value and book value was quite substantial.
In the sole instance in which a carrier was
selling below book value, the difference was
only a few cents.

I think all of you will agree that the
Board’s approach in 1960 in instructing the
staff to work with industry representatives
toward the development of the best class rate
that could be jointly devised was an emi-
nently sound one.

Of course, we are not entirely satisfied
with some of the quirks and disparities in
the presently effective class rate. I know
that there is a wide range of opinion among
the 13 local service carriers as to both the
good features and the apparent inequities in
this rate structure. Nevertheless, I do not
know of a single carrier or anyone on the
Board's staff, nor anyone in the financial
community, who is of the opinion that the
abandonment of the class-rate principle and
a reversion to the individual subsidy rate
concept would be either in the public inter-
est or in your private interest.

I would certainly like to express a note of
optimism that the cooperative efforts and
the intelligence of the carrier representatives
and the Board stafl should unguestionably
assist the Board in formulating a far sounder
class-rate structure than either of the first
two. And one, I am sure, which could be im-
plemented within a relatively short time.

What I have said so far is strictly on the
bright side. There are, of course, some dis-
appointing trends. Subsidy payments more
than doubled, from $33 million, in the an-
nual period ending June 30, 1958, to $69 mil-
lion in the 1963 period. On the other hand,
we recognize that each dollar of subsidy
bought more service in 1963 than it did in
1958, The really troublesome aspect from
your standpoint, as well as the Board’s, is the
decline in load factor from approximately 46
percent to about 42.6 percent. It seems to
me that the heart of any program for the re-
duction of subsidy requirements of the air
carriers would be inevitably linked with load
factor improvements.

The break-even load factor for the local
service industry, which is now so far ad-
vanced in the DC-3 replacement program,
has reached the approximate level of 60 per-
cent before return on investment. Roughly
65 percent would be the break-even point in-
cluding fair return on investment, The
spread between your 43-percent recent load
factor and the 856-percent break-even, includ-
ing return element, is a simple way to ex-
plain the industry’s need for subsidy in the
magnitude approximating one-third of total
operating revenues.

For years, your association has been ac-
tively interested in the development of pro-
grams for subsldy reduction. Obviously,
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your objective was not to reduce subsidy pay-
ments to a level which would jeopardize your
ability to perform the service required by the
public convenience and necessity in an eco-
nomic and efficlent manner. Rather, your
various pronouncements over the years have
been pointed toward types of actions which
were intended, in your opinion, to produce a
significant decrease in subsidy without jeop-
ardizing adequate service.

I think it is completely accurate to state
that the Board's objective has been to move
in a similar direction.

Let us reflect for a moment on the prog-
ress already made, particularly in providing
operating flexibility in the typical local serv-
ice carrier certificates. Fifteen years ago,
typical local service flights stopped at each
intermediate point on a given route and the
chief flexibility in a carrier’s operations was
the authority to turn around short of a
terminal point on a particular route seg-
ment. I believe that a sound program in the
direction of curtailing restrictions can fur-
ther improve the economy of your operations
and the service performed for the public. At
the same time, we should not lose sight of
the tremendous progress already made. In
those instances in which sound, healthy sub-
sidy improvements can be attalned by route
improvements, you have a real selling job
to do. It is up to you to develop an adequate
record in appropriate proceedings and to
convince the board that the specific route
improvements you seek, which all too fre-
quently have their highly controversial or
competitive aspects, are in the public in-
terest.

By now, I am sure, you are familiar with
the Board's report to the President on the
airline subsidy reduction program. I am
not certain whether this report has produced
more understanding or misunderstanding
in the months since its release.

Accordingly, at the outset, I would like
to comment very briefly about this delicate
subject and make the position of the Board
very clear. In a letter to Senators MacNU-
son and MownrRoNEY, the Board, through our
Chalrman, stated, “I wish to assure you again
that in line with our customary practice
we intend to keep abreast of the subsidy
needs of all carriers at all times so that if
it should appear that these estimates are
out of line with the carriers’ requirements,
we shall revise them at the appropriate time
and if necessary, request a supplemental ap-
propriation.”

I belleve this statement, more than any-
thing else, should set at ease the minds of
the local service industry. The Board is
not about to subsidize local carriers out of
business. Where there is an absolute need
for subsidy, it will be paid.

On the procedural side, may I assure you
that it was very expressly and specifically
contemplated by the Board, in its discus-
sions, that the report would not be consid-
ered more than a tentative program wuntil
the industry had an opportunity to analyze
it, submit comments on it, and discuss it
with the Board and its staff. This, of course,
is aside from the tentative nature of the re-
port pending the Board's receipt of com-
ments from the executive branch, as well
as any expressions or congressional action
which may be forthcoming.

This assurance that the board did not in-
tend to finalize its thinking before it heard
from you also encompassed the somewhat
related problem of the development of a
new class rate, which we hope will be made
effective at the earliest possible date in 1964.

I am sure it is no breach of the confiden-
tial nature of internal Board discussions to
reveal that not a single Board member ex-
pressed a view different than that the local
carriers would not, could not, and must not
be prejudiced in the negotiation of a new
class rate by virtue of the Board’s decision not
to consult the loecal industry prior to sub-
mission of the subsidy reduction report to
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the President. I believe Chairman Boyd re-
affirmed this at the meeting with the car-
rlers on October 3, and, similarly, in his
testimony before the Senate Appropriations
Committee on October 14. I agree whole-
heartedly with his statements assuring you
of an opportunity to be heard, in an effec-
tive sense, before any new programs will be
finalized to your possible prejudice.

On the substantive side, 1t is essential to
bear in mind that the report does not in-
dicate a value judgment by the Board as to
a maximum subsidy level which the coun-
try can afford or which the Board believes
can be justified by the public convenience
and necessity. Nor does it contemplate ar-
bitrary annual subsidy levels that must be
attained year by year regardless of factual
developments bearing on the actual subsidy
requirements of the local carriers, individ-
ually and collectively.

The report, to a considerable extent, iz a
forecast of what varlous programs and fac-
tual developments, such as traffic growth
versus inflationary cost changes, will have
on the need of the carriers in the next 5
years,

Let us not forget, that the subsidy stand-
ards set forth in section 406 of the Federal
Aviation Act have not been amended, and
the need of the air carriers continues to be
the basic statutory criterion for subsidy de-
termination.

The Board has no thought of imposing ar-
bitrary ceilings on an annual basls to keep
step with the forecast decline in subsidy
need. Moreover, the Board must determine
each year, in light of the latest relevant
factual data and the status of the various
programs which could have an impact on
the carriers’ subsidy requirements, what it
would estimate to be the subsidy require-
ments of the industry for each future year.
Certainly, if the rate of traffic growth exceeds
the rate of forecast in the report, subsidy
should decline at a more rapid rate, all
other things being equal. But conversely, If
for some reason, we reach periods of declin-
ing traffic growth, this must necessarily be
reflected in our determination of subsidy
requirements prospectively.

Your association has guite properly always
expressed great interest in programs for
strengthening the routes of local service
carriers by various means. One important
method involves transfers of points or seg-
ments from trunklines to local service car-
riers. This is an area where I believe that
the initiative of the local service carriers can
accomplish a great deal. I believe the first
step must be the preparation by each carrier
of comprehensive, economie, and service
studies aimed at bringing out the public serv-
ice benefits and economic impact from the
standpoint of the communities, the trunk-
lines, and the particular local carrier in the
specific areas where you believe a route trans-
fer has a realistic potential.

Potential subsidy savings must be de-
termined on a realistic basls and a reduction
in subsidy must be shown. Here, too, you
must do a selling job. You must pave the
way for maximum acceptability and mini-
mum resistance by the communities. This
you can do through proper explanation of
the advantages that a local service carrier
ecan bring to a particular community in the
way of improved and adequate service. Your
selling job with the trunklines might well
address itself to questions of impact of par-
ticular programs on trunkline control of
long-haul traffic, possible joint sales pro-
grams, assurances of convenient trunk-local
connecting services, integration of reservation
facilities, and even means of absorbing sur-
Plus trunk equipment.

In formal proceedings the support of the
communities and trunklines is not essential
in the determination of public convenience
and necessity. However, it 1s only realistic
to assume that the support of the interested
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communities and competitive carriers can
go a long way toward eliminating major ob-
stacles in the path you wish to pursue.

In this connection, perhaps your assocla-
tion can be helpful in making available in-
formation of utility to the individual carriers
as to the success of various transfers of
points on route segments from trunklines to
local service carriers. This is particularly
true in terms of service improvements and
greater traffic generation following such
transfers.

The inclusion of the type of economic
studles of route transfers along the lines I
have discussed should be of great assistance
in enabling the Board to determine the hear-
ing priority to be given a particular proposal.
Conceivably it could also determine the type
of procedure to be used to process the ap-
plication, such as, the advisability of employ-
ing the show cause technique. An extremely
important factor, not only as to the ultimate
merits of the Board's decislon, but also in
the determination of priority, would be the
factual demonstration of the potential sub-
sidy impact Involved. Where there is a
reasonable likellhood of a favorable subsidy
impact under the previously announced
Board policies for priorities in hearing cases,
such applications would normally be ac-
corded priority treatment.

It is premature to draw any conclusion as
to the effect of a compact alr transport as a
successor to the DC-3 until there is some
clarification in the near future as to where
that program is headed. Nevertheless, this
aspect of the problem might well be borne
in mind by the carriers from the standpoint
of looking for types of situations in which
a route transfer would be enhanced in Its
attractiveness to the public, as well as to the
industry.

Promotional fares, such as Pan-Am'’s thrift
fare and your own “visit U.S.A."” fare, have
been occupying the increasing attention of
the industry and the Board in recent years.
I believe that continued careful attention
of the local carriers in the search for eco-
nomic promotional fares is even more essen-
tial for the locals than the trunklines. I
call your attention to the following factors,
equally applicable to both segments of the
industry, which, I believe, emphasize the
need for your diligent efforts to maximize
trafic development through promotional
fares:

(1) The sharp increase in the general fare
level in the past 5 years,

(2) In view of the current Industry load
factor of less than 43 percent, it is possible
for a major part of future revenue growth
to flow directly to an improvement in your
subsidy or net income position.

(3) The success of a number of local car-
rlers with programs for the development of
promotional fares.

(4) The anomaly of DC-3 fares which are
invariably first-class fares under published
tariffs but which, accordingly, sometimes are
in marked contrast to lower fares for jet
coach operations in the same areas.

I am still convinced, as I was back in 1958,
that something can be accomplished in de-
veloping an equitable arrangement for com-
missions to be paid by the trunk and local
carrlers on the sale of interline tickets. I
know many studies have been made of pos-
sibllities in this area. A preliminary staff
study indicates that if the prorate system
on joint tickets were modified to provide
that the originating carrier—trunkline or
local service—retain $3 on each ticket and
the remainder allocated on a mileage basis,
it would increase the revenue of the local
service airlines by approximately $1.7 million
annually.

I think the prospects of improving the lo-
cal service share of interline tickets through
a commission type of arrangement, or a
medification of the present joint fare divi-
slons, are sufficient to warrant further in-
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vestigation by your association. I can as-
sure you of the wholehearted cooperation of
the Board's staff in pursuing this avenue,
The objective ghould be to determine wheth-
er the local service share of joint tickets
for interline sales is equitable.

Programs aimed at sound route strength-
ening of the local service industry and the
promotion of efficient operations by the
carrlers can be expected to form the back-
bone of any long-range program of subsidy
reduction geared to the subsidy require-
ments of the carriers. But in addition to
route strengthening, the real key to subsidy
improvement is tied to the load factor on
existing flights as well as any newly author-
ized operations.

The waste inherent in a 43-percent load
factor is a tragic one from the standpoint
of management, the investor, and the tax-

payer.

It is only through significant load factor
improvement that the carriers and the pub-
lic can share the benefits of the improved
efliclency that goes with more economical
aireraft.

As President Kennedy sald In his trans-
portation message of 1962, “The troubles in
our transportation system are deep; and no
just and comprehensive set of goals * * *
can be quickly or easily reached. But few
areas of public concern are more basic to
our progress as a nation.”

I hope that sound fare policles, route
strengthening, hard work and constructive
thought geared to load factor improvement
will lead to a financlally healthy local serv-
ice industry, reasonable fares for the publie,
and sound subsidy reductions.

I said in 1958, and I repeat now, ALTA can
be proud of its record of cooperation in the
public interest. It has recognized that while
we may disagree on method, our objective
is a common one—the promotion of local air
transportation in the public interest. We
at the Board look forward to a continuance
of our good relationship In working toward
this objective.

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN ASSIST-
ANCE ACT OF 1961

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 7885) to amend further
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, and for other purposes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I wish
to discuss an issue raised on the floor of
the Senate in the concluding minutes of
the session last night. As Senators per-
haps know, the foreign assistance act
bill, as it was reported from the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, contains
section 106 of the Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act, popu-
larly known as Public Law 480, to broad-
en the definition of surplus agricultural
commodities which may be sold abroad
under that law to include—and this is
the language of the committee:

Any domestically produced fishery product
if the Secretary of the Interior has deter-
mined that such product is at the time of
exportation In excess of domestic require-
ments, adequate carryover, and anticipated
exports for dollars.

On the 28th and 31st of last month, in
the course of the debate on the pending
bill, I, in conjunction with certain other
Senators, discussed the importance of
the fact that this amendment includes
within the definition of “surplus agri-
cultural commodities” a product which
is improperly called “fish flour'"—and
this is a semantic error—but which can
more properly be described as high pro-
tein fish concentrate.
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Last evening the distinguished Senator
from Kansas [Mr. CarLson], according
to the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on pages
21776 through 21778, proposed a previ-
ously unprinted and unannounced
amendment specifically to exclude this
product from the definition of agricul-
tural products; and to this amendment
was added a modification suggested by
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
PASTORE] :

Until approved by the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration.

I regret that despite the fact that I be-
lieve it was well known that I was
deeply interested in this subject, and
despite the fact that there had been two
previous colloquies on this subject dur-
ing the debate on the pending bill, I was
not notified of the amendment. The
amendment was accepted, without
thorough discussion, in the course of a
few minutes.

In my judgment, the inclusion of high
protein fish concentrate—and that is
what this product should be called—
under Public Law 480 is vital to the
American fishing industry on both the
Atlantic and Pacific coasts, on the Great
Lakes, and in the Gulf of Mexico.

The National Academy of Sciences has
carefully studied this product, and last
year declared it to be nutritious, safe,
and wholesome.

Mr. President, it is unnecessary to
qualify the National Academy of Sci-
ences. It is the foremost scientific body
in the Nation. It is the “House of Lords”
of American science. It gave complete
approval to this high protein fish con-
centrate for use domestically and other-
wise.

THE QUALITIES OF HIGH PROTEIN FISH
CONCENTRATE

As I demonstrated on the floor of the
Senate on October 31, this concentrate
contains up to 85 percent protein. It
can be produced cheaply in mass produc-
tion at a cost of probably not to exceed
14 cents a pound. It can be preserved al-
most indefinitely in any climate, without
refrigeration or costly storage expense.

The addition of low-cost protein to the
diet of the people of underdeveloped
areas of the world is extremely impor-
tant to our national policy of improving
the health and vitality of protein-de-
ficient societies.

One of the great difficulties of the
tropics is that because of the great heat,
meat will not keep, fish will not keep,
and milk will not keep. Therefore, the
diet of the people of those localities
tends to be starchy in nature, deficient
in proteins, and deficient in vitamins.
Fish concentrate provides an inexpen-
sive, practical way to provide proteins for
those people, especially in tropical areas
where their sources of protein decom-
pose rapidly without costly refrigeration.

I am grateful to the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. Pastore] for adding
to the proviso that the fish concentrate
shall be barred, the further qualification
until “it has been approved by the Food
and Drug Administration.”

Perhaps a little history on this point
is in order. Despite the conclusion
of the National Academy of Sciences, the
Food and Drug Administrator, Mr.
George P, Larrick, has refused to permit
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the sale and distribution of fish concen-
trate for domestic use. He admits that
it is wholesome, that it is safe, and that
it is nutritious; but he says it raises un-
aesthetic thoughts in the minds of peo-
ple, since it is made from the whole fish.
The methods of producing fish con-
centrate involve not only the compres-
sion of the fish, but a thorough washing
in many solutions of water and alcohol.
The residue is then baked thoroughly,
so that there are no bacteria and no
germs. Finally, it is ground into a fine
powder. The product is completely
sterile and highly nutritious. It could
revolutionize the diet of the world.

THE OBJECTIONS OF MR. LARRICK

Nevertheless, Mr. Larrick raises
aesthetic objections. I had not known
that the function of the Food and Drug
Administrator was to pass on the
aesthetics of the American people. I had
thought the function of the Food and
Drug Administrator was to protect the
health of the American people. But Mr.
Larrick has become an authority, so he
says, on aesthetics, and has made a rul-
ing on that basis.

Probably what is behind this opposi-
tion—and I think I can substantiate my
charge—is the semantic use of the term
which is employed—*“fish flour.” The
term “fish flour” arouses the passions
of the wheat interests, of the milling in-
terests, and of the bakeries. They have
conjured up spectacles of loaves of bread
made of fish flour, I have brought along
with me my can of fish flour. It looks
like brown flour, but it is a protein con-
centrate; whereas bread is primarily
starch, and indeed, under modern meth-
ods of milling, is almost exclusively
starch. So the great wheat belt, the
milling group, and the bread distributors
have risen to arms. I think they are
powerful influences upon Mr. Larrick.

Mr, . Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield
to my genial friend from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. I have been intrigued by
the reference of the Senator from Il-
linois to the aesthetic something——

Mr. DOUGLAS. No; those are Mr.
Larrick’s words; they are not mine.

Mr. ATKEN. Very well. We all know
that corn-fed steers and corn-fed hogs
produce the choicest meat.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad the Sena-
tor from Vermont appreciates the quality
of corn.

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator from
Illinois believe that a fish dealer should
have in his window a card stating:
“These fish were fattened on the choicest
worms"?

Mr. DOUGLAS. No; it is Mr. Larrick
who suggests the fattening on choice
worms, because he permits to be dis-
tributed chocolate covered bees, choco-
late covered ants, and dried fish which
have roaches in them; and these prod-
ucts are sold under the imprimatur of the
Food and Drug Administration.

Mr. ATKEN. Would the Senator from
Illinois object to the description “worm
fattened fish”?

Mr. DOUGLAS. If one probes the
basic sources of energy and the ultimate
and intimate function of every living
creature, one gets into many features

November 14

which in polite conversation are not
mentioned, .

Certainly the question is whether the
end result is all right.

Mr. ATKEN. And we get back to the
same basis of origin.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes.

Mr, ATKEN, Does not the Senator be-
lieve that in order to qualify as a United
States commodity in surplus supply, such
a fish product must originate within
United States territorial waters? Would
not it be going too far afield to provide
that fish caught off the coast of Peru or
off the coast of Newfoundland or in some
other distant water is a United States
commodity which at times is found in
surplus supply? Should not we restrict
this provision to that extent?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I think the provision
already does; it deals with any product
in surplus supply in the United States.

Mr. ATKEN. I think the reference is
to any domestically produced com-
modity. But should fish which are
caught off the coast of Peru or Patagonia
be included under that provision?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Well, there is a fish
flour factory in New Bedford, Mass.

Mr. ATKEN. Is it in existence at the
present time?

Mr. DOUGLAS, It is capable of being
in existence; but I think it has been
forced to produce fish fertilizer, because
of the ruling of the Administrator of the
Food and Drug Administration.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield to me, so
that I may comment on the point raised
by the Senator from Vermont?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr. BARTLETT. Aside from the fish
concentrate addition to the amendment,
certainly it does not require that fish
later found to be in surplus supply must
have been caught within the territorial
limits of the United States; but it pro-
vides that they must be domestically
produced—in other words, caught by
U.S. fishermen on U.S. vessels and proc-
essed within the United States.

Mr. AIKEN. But why should fish
which are caught 5,000 miles from the
United States be considered a U.S. do-
mestically produced commodity?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does he imply that
such fish are “poor fish”?

Mr. BARTLETT. Because they are
caught by American fishermen on Amer-
ican flshing vessels, and subsequently are
processed in the United States.

Mr. AIKEN. But why should the ex-
pense of handling them under our sur-
plus commodity program be charged to
the American farmers? Why should
fish which swim in the ocean off the coast
of Peru or off the coast of Chile be con-
sidered as part of our surplus commodity
program, and why should the expenses
in that connection be charged to the
expenses for the program for the Amer-
ican farmers?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I happen to have
been among the group of Senators, along
with the Senator from Minnesota [Mr,
HoumpeHrreEY], who helped to enact Public
Law 480. Is it now to be said that this
law applies only to products raised on
the soil of the United States, and does
not,apply to nutriment drawn from the
sea?
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Mr. ATKEN. No; but the expense in
that connection should not be charged
to the cost of the program for food prod-
ucts drawn from the soil of the United
States.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I think such an atti-
tude is unbecoming of the Senator from
Vermont, who generally is extremely
kind.

Mr. AIKEN. But this is a practical
maftter, and I am not concerned with
whether I am regarded as taking an un-
becoming position.

Mr. PASTORE, Mr. President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BAYH
in the chair). Does the Senator from
Illinois yield to the Senator from Rhode
Island?

Mr. DOUGLAS. T yield.

Mr. PASTORE. As a matter of fact,
the cost of the operations under Public
Law 480 is paid by all the taxpayers of
the United States. In this case, the point
is that if fish are in surplus supply, the
fishermen should be treated with the
same equity and justice that the farmers
are.
So far as having the cost charged to
anyone is concerned, the charge is
against the American taxpayers; they
are the ones who pay the whole bill.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Iyield.

Mr., BARTLETT. This amendment
applies only to title I and title IV. Title
IV does not involve any cost to the Amer-
ican taxpayers, for such sales require re-
payment in dollars. The same is true
under title I which results in making
avallable to us, in other countries, for-
eign currencies, and in that way they
help reduce our balance-of-payments
deficit.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator
from Alaska.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield to me?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Iyield.

Mr. GRUENING. I should like to
comment on the statement made by the
able and distinguished senior Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. PasTorel, who
pointed out what has long been obvious—
namely, that we have done much for
those who produce from the land, but we
have not done that for those who pro-
duce from the sea.

If we adopt a program of Government
payments to those who do not produce,
what a bonanza that would be for fisher-
men who go to sea and seek fish, but are
unable to catch any.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes, many would be
rewarded.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President;, will the
Senator from Illinois yield to me?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes; and I know we
are about to be regaled by something
humorous.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I am in
favor of this amendment, because I like
to go fishing. However, for some reason
I get no cooperation from the fish. So
I am interested in doing something for
those who seek to catch fish, but get
no cooperation.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. Therefore the
Senator from North Carolina should
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support this motion and then vote
against the Carlson amendment.

Mr. ERVIN. A considerable amount
of this product is produced in North
Carolina: but we call it fish meal, in-
stead of fish flour,

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. That is pri-
marily for fertilizer purposes or for an-
imal feed, is it not?

Mr. ERVIN. It is for animal feed.

Mr. DOUGLAS. But not for human
consumption.

Mr. ERVIN. Yes.

I should like to obtain the opinion of
the Senator from Illinois——

Mr, DOUGLAS. But I am not a law-
yer.

Mr. ERVIN. But I should like to ob-
tain the Senator’s opinion as to whether
this amendment covers fish meal. If it
does and if the amendment would result
in taking out fish meal, but not in taking
out fish flour, I know how the interest
of my constituents would require me to
vote.

Mr. PASTORE. I do not think it is
necessary to be a legal authority in order
to make this determination. The only
reason why the Senator from Illinois and
I are a little put out is that over the
years Congress has been concerned with
the problems of agriculture. In my 13
years in the Senate, I have voted to pro-
vide all the support possible for the
American farmers; and when I was told
that the farmers were in trouble, I joined
in voting to relieve them—as the Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLas], the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. CArLson], and
other Senators have. But now we are
told that the fishermen are in trouble.

We should remember that under this
provision, the supply must be in surplus.
If the supply of fish is in surplus—as are
wheat and corn—we say it should be ex-
portable under Public Law 480, in the
way that agricultural commodities are.
What is so unfair about that? Yet we
are being told, by implication and in-
nuendo, that if fish flour is not ex-
cluded——

Mr. DOUGLAS. High protein fish
concentrate.

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator from
Illinois resents having it called fish flour;
but the technical name used makes no
difference to me, because a rose by any
other name still smells like a rose.

Mr. CARLSON. And fish flour cer-
tainly smells.

Mr. DOUGLAS. No; it does not smell
at all. [Laughter.]

Mr. PASTORE. Iam no judge of that.
The Senator from Illinois properly
thinks this should be called fish protein
concentrate, but the wheat producers
have told us that if we do not exclude
fish flour as such, all fish products may
be excluded.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is that true? Have
they so threatened?

Mr. PASTORE. No; I said by impli-
cation and innuendo. I would not throw
up both my hands. I am not ready to
quit yet. AllI am saying is that we have
helped Senators in the past, not because
of any particular generosity on our part,
but because we knew that the wheat
producers were in trouble. We knew that
the product was in surplus. There are
other hungry mouths throughout the
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world. So let us help people. That is
the spirit of generosity in America.

But now those people are saying, “We
do not live by bread alone. We would
like to have a sardine on our slice of
bread.”

Mr. DOUGLAS. Particularly on Fri-
day.

Mr. PASTORE. So why do we not
put a sardine on their bread? That is
not a fish story; that is a healthy com-
bination—sardine on rye. That is all
the amendment is about. I hope that
the Senate will reconsider the amend-
ment. I hope that Senators will repent
their action of yesterday, and say that
this is all one vote. This is one Amer-
ican vote. We will be generous not only
with bread, but with our sardines as well.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I shall yield in a mo-
ment, but I would like to complete my
statement.

THE FOOLISH FEARS OF THE WHEAT PRODUCERS

Producers in the wheat belt are afraid
of the term “flour.” They are afraid
that if high-protein fish concentrate is
sent abroad, it will be baked into bread,
and in the future bread will be made of
high-protein fish concentrate instead of
wheat.

That is a foolish fear. I believe it is
largely due fo the semantic error ini-
tially caused by calling the product “fish
flour.” I believe it is true that upon
occasion I have been guilty of doing so.
But fish concentrate is a protein and
flour is primarily a starch. American
millers, take out the wheat germ, which
has a high vitamin content, and sell the
remainder, which is largely starch, to the
American people. They then feed the
wheat germ to the hogs, and the hogs
fare better than the people.

It has been impossible to obtain action
from either the Food and Drug Admin-
istration or the Department of Agricul-
ture to correct that process. I believe
the millers are afraid that if the wheat
germ were retained in the flour, they
would have to change their grinders,
which are now metallic, and substitute
a different set of machinery. But that
is somewhat aside from the point.
There is no reason for the wheat belt to
be afraid. Fish concentrate will not be
a substitute for bread. It is a powder
which can be sprinkled on rice and on
other starchy products—even, as the
Senator from Rhode Island has frankly
said, on the bread itself—compensating
perhaps for any deficiency in the bread
by the high protein content of the fish,
which will put bone and muscle into the
bodies of the scrawny and undernour-
ished people in the hot places of the world.

‘We hear the argument—"Yes, but the
product is already permitted for export;
it is only prohibited from domestic use.”

Under Mr. Larrick’s ruling that is true.
But we all know what will happen so
long as that disqualification is retained
domestically. The Communists will “go
to town” internationally and say that
we are sending abroad commodities
which we say are not fit for consumption
at home.

I wish to say something further about
the bias which is inherent in the Food
and Drug Administration.
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Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Kentucky, although
I do not wish to forget that the Senator
from Kansas desires to speak.

Mr. COOPER. Is there available any
information, in terms of dollars, pounds
or bushels, as to how much of that fish
flour is in surplus?

Mr, DOUGLAS. There is already a
plant in New Bedford, Mass., which
could produce fish concentrate in appre-
ciable quantity, but at present it is pre-
vented from doing so because of the dis-
qualification attached to domestic sales
of the product.

Mr. COOPER. Does the Senator have
any idea what value would be involved?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I do not know in
terms of tons, but it would probably be
an appreciable quantity.

Mr. COOPER. Is there any demand
for the product abroad?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes, thereis. Exper-
iments have been made in Mexico, and,
I believe, in Peru. In both cases the
product has proved its worth. The spon-
sor has given it away, and the public
health authorities have tried it out in
the diets of children, and its nutritional
value has been proved.

Mr. COOPER. Being an inlander, I
have no idea what fish flour looks like.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does not the Senator
have any idea what it looks like?

Mr. COOPER. 1Is it spread on bread
or is it taken by the spoonful?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am delichted to
bring to the Senator from EKentucky
some of the high protein fish concen-
trate that I have with me in the Cham-
ber. I invite him to taste and see for
himself. I shall even give some to the
Senator from Kansas.

Mr. CARLSON. No; I do not want

any.

Mr., DOUGLAS. Fishmeal factories
could be transformed into fish flour fac-
tories. I once went by a factory at
Lewes, Del., and at a distance of 1 mile,
I could tell that it was a fish meal fac-
tory. [Laughter.] But fish concen-
trate has no odor and can be made
without taste if that is desired.

There is a great potential market for
the product if it can be developed. One
way to start production is under Public
Law 480. A demand for the product
could be built up and expanded. It
would be a great thing for North Caro-
lina and for all areas in which fishmeal
factories and processing plants are
located.

THE BIAS OF THE FOOD AND DRUG
ADMINISTRATION

I should like to return to what I be-
lieve is the built-in bias of the Food and
Drug Administration against improved
bread.

In the latter part of the late war Pro-
fessor McCay of Cornell developed an un-
bleached flour which was enriched with
wheat germ, soybean, and a high propor-
tion of milk solids. Tests under the Mc-
Cay-Cornell formula, were performed on
rats. The rats were also tested on
commercial white bread. Interestingly
enough, the rats fed on commercial
wheat bread became sickly, starved look-
ing, and produced stupid offspring. All
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of them died off, and the strain became
extinet before the fourth generation of
rats.

On the other hand, rats fed on the
MeCay-Cornell formula thrived, as did
their offspring, going from greater
strength to greater strength through the
fourth generation. That was a test be-
tween the bread which had been wheat
germ, soybean-high proportional milk
solids as well as flour—unbleached fiour,
I might add—and commercial flour.
What happened? The entrenched bread
interests screamed to high heaven.
They protested about the improved
bread that was coming onto the market.

At that time I believe Mr. Larrick was
Assistant Commissioner. Later he be-
came Deputy Commissioner and then
moved up to Commissioner. But at that
time he was Assistant Commissioner, I
believe that experiment brought the Food
and Drug Administration on the run to
protect the producers, and Dr. McCay’s
bread could not be sold in interstate
commerce as bread.

Why? They said it was too good to be
called bread. The FDA wanted to call it
cake. They evidently had read Marie
Antoinette’s allegzed comment when the
workingmen of Paris were demonstrat-
ing. Marie Antoinette is alleged to have
said, “What are they demonstrating
about?”

Her advisers said, “They want bread.”

Marie Antoinette is supposed to have
made the frivolous remark, “Let them
eat cake.”

Here we have Marie Antoinette in the
Food and Drug Administration, saying
that this bread was too good to be called
bread, and therefore it should be called
cake,

We can imagine how atiractive it
would be to people who want bread, who
said, “We want the Cornell bread,” if
they were told, “Oh, you cannot get
Cornell bread; you must take Cornell
cake.” Cake is valuable, but it is not
the staff of life as bread is the staff of
life.

So there was a terrific battle with the
Food and Drug Administration. I had
recently come to the Senate, and tried
to apply not pressure but discreet educa-
tion. Finally we got a partial modifica-
tion of the ruling of the Food and Drug
Administration.

In other words, the bread manufac-
turers and the millers were so powerful
that they were able to get the Food and
Drug Administration to completely twist
the meaning of the original food and
drug law. The original purpose of the
law was to put a floor of quality under
products, so that they would not fall
below a given standard of quality. Now
the Food and Drug Administration was
trying to impose a ceiling on produets,
by providing they cannot be too good.

I have had further difficulty, not so
much with the Food and Drug Admin-
istration as with the Department of Agri-
culture, in frying to get them to ade-
quately test a flour which retains the
wheat germ. I say to the Senator from
Kansas, that would be a great boon to
the wheat - industry, because bread is
now so tasteless that people do not eat
much of it. If we could make bread
more attractive to people, there would
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be an enormous increase in its consump-
tion. We have been trying to do this,
but the millers are opposed to it because
they have their machinery set up to take
out the wheat germ prior to grinding.
The technical difficulty is that if they
grind the wheat germ with solid metal
rollers, it will be crushed, and oil will mix
with the flour, which will then rancify
and spoil.

The new process would not crush the
germ but would retain it in the flour.
This would require new milling ma-
chinery, at a capital investment the mill-
ers do not wish to make. The millers
have been holding up this development
in the field of dietetics, just as they are
now trying to hinder the sale of high
protein fish concentrate.

The Senator from Kansas is one of the
nicest fellows in this body. He is kindly
and generous, and I have never known
him to utter an unkind word.

The Wheat Belt need not worry about
this. I emphasize again that there has
been a semantic error in ecalling this
“fish flour.” The word “flour” has
stirred up the ire and the resentment of
the whole Wheat Belt, of the millers, and
the breadmakers. They have sprung
to arms to prevent any new product
coming in,

I repeat that this will not make bread.
It is a protein, not a starch. It will be
used, instead, on products such as pota-
toes, in soups, on rice and oatmeal, and
on many others. It could be of incal-
culable benefit to people in the tropics.
If we could get this developed and ap-
preciated, there would be a large com-
mercial market which would be opened
up as well,

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from South Dakota.

Mr., McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
am much impressed with the case the
Senator from Illinois has developed this
afternoon. I believe the basic argument
in support of what he is trying to do, in
addition to the economic interest ex-
pressed by the Senator from Rhode Is-
land, is that a protein shortage is the
really critical food problem in the world
today. When one travels in an area such
as in most of Africa, one finds that prac-
tically every child is suffering from a
damaging shortage of protein food. This
disease is called kwashiokar. We have
all seen its effects, in the distended
bellies and skinny arms and legs of chil-
dren. We see it all over the under-
developed areas of the world. The dis-
ease stems not so much from a shortage
of food as from a shortage of protein.
Many of those people have enough calo-
ries but not the kind of high-protein con-
centrate the Senator from Illinois is
talking about.

I believe, if we wish to strengthen our
food-for-peace program—a program
which enjoys the support, so far as I
know, of every Senator—we could make
a great contribution to the program, with
little cost to the taxpayers, by including
fish and fish products under the terms
of the program.

I know that some people in the wheat
country are disturbed about this. Icome
from a wheat State and I understand
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the anxiety expressed this afternoon; but
I believe it is not well founded. I believe
there is no real foundation for it at all.
It does not make any more sense to op-
pose adding a little protein to our cereal
diet than it would to oppose vitamin-
enriched bread. We do not oppose vita-
mins even though we are interested in
the welfare of the milling industry.

As the Senator from Illinois has said,
we might find a broader market for our
wheat products and our bread if we
could include with it some of the other
foods which the world is so desperately
anxious to get. We can do this, as I say,
at small cost.

I endorse what the Senator from Illi-
nois is trying to accomplish.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I deeply appreciate
what the Senator from South Dakota has
said. For almost 2 years he was the Di-
rector of the Food-for-Peace program
and played a great part in helping to
bring better nutrition to these other
areas of the world. When he speaks on
this subject—coming from a wheat State
as he does—he has a proper concern for
the industries of his State.

This is very significant testimony. I
should like to ask the Senator from
South Dakota: Is it not true that all the
tests which the Senator had made, when
he was Director of the Food-for-Peace
program, indicated this product was
wholesome, safe, highly nutritious, and
met the great vitamin shortage which is
characteristic of the underfed areas of
the world?

Mr. McGOVERN. There is no ques-
tion about that. That has been the ex-
perience in the tests which have been
conducted in Mexico City. That has
been the experience in Peru. Wher-
ever this matter has been put to a valid
test, the results have indicated the wis-
dom of what the Senator from Illinois
is now trying to accomplish.

Mr. CARLSON rose.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I be-
lieve I should now yield to the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. CarLson], because I
believe I shut him off a little prema-
turely before. However, I did wish to
make my substantive case before I
vielded to him.

I am not certain of the program of
my opponents. I would make the mo-
tion to reconsider now, were I not to
Eebimmediaetly faced with a motion to

able,

Mr. CARLSON. I assure the Senator
from Illinois that I expect to make a
motion to table, but I certainly will not
shut off debate for the Senator from
Illinois, or for any other Senator.

Mr. DOUGLAS. If the motion to
table is made, I shall ask for a live
quorum,

I think this is, in the main, the sub-
stantive case which I wish to make.

I do not like to pin medals on myself.
I could have made this motion last night,
but the Senator from Kansas was not
present on the floor. I therefore with-
held the motion until today, when he
could be present. I therefore extended
a very proper courtesy to him, which
through lack of communication, and for
one reason or another, was not extended
to me. But this is only what one should
do.
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Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Iam glad to yield.

Mr. PASTORE. I think the REcorp
ought to be clear with regard to what
took place yesterday when the Senator
from Kansas suggested his amendment.
Realizing that the Senator in charge of
the bill was ready to accept the amend-
ment, I suggested a modification, which
the Senator from Kansas, in his usual,
gracious way, agreed to accept. As the
matter stands now, fish flour, or high
protein concentrate, is included if it is
approved by the Food and Drug Admin-
istration as an edible product. That
qualification is made.

The Recorp ought to show what took
place yesterday.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is true.

Mr. PASTORE. I know the Senator
from Illinois feels that that qualification
ought not to be required. I realize that
is the way he feels. But I think the Rec-
orp ought to show what was accom-
plished in his absence.

Mr. DOUGLAS. What the Senator
from Rhode Island has stated is correct.
The point is that as long as George P.
Larrick is head of the Food and Drug
Administration, high protein concen-
trate—alias fish flour—will probably
never be ruled as being acceptable for
human consumption, regardless of the
fact that the National Academy of Seci-
ences has approved it.

Mr, SALTONSTALL, Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr., SALTONSTALL. When this
question arose last night, it came up very
suddenly, because the Senafor from
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] had asked for
a rollcall and was about to make an
extended speech. Then he agreed to
modify his amendment. That left the
committee amendment open to further
amendment.

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL-
son] offered his amendment, which the
chairman of the committee accepted,
and the whole matter took less than
5 minutes.

I personally looked for the Senator
from Illinois. There was not time to
bring him to the floor. I knew he was
not entirely in agreement with the
amendment. In my opinion, it was the
most satisfactory way to do it under the
circumstances.

I make this statement in fairness to
Senators like the Senator from Rhode
Island, the Senator from Alaska, and
other Senators who are in the Chamber.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I wish to make it
clear that I am not blaming anyone.
I am only explaining how it happened
that I did not make a protest at the
time. I was not on the floor because I
was not notified as to what was coming
up. I am trying to play fair with my
opponents. I tried to play fair by not
making a motion to reconsider last night.

Mr, BARTLETT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield on that point?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr. BARTLETT. Itshould be said, in
fairness to the Senator from Kansas,
who realized the great interest of the
Senator from Illinois in the subject, that
he did not at the time, immediately after

21853

the modified amendment was accepted,
follow the wusual parliamentary pro-
cedure, which, as I understand, would
have foreclosed the Senator from Illi-
nois from doing that which he is now
doing. That, I am sure, was in defer-
ence to the knowledge of the Senator
from EKansas that the Senator from Illi-
nois would want to be heard on this issue.

Mr. DOUGLAS. We try to treat each
other as gentlemen. Perhaps I should
not have mentioned the fact that I was
not notified. I thank the Senator from
Rhode Island for the further amend-
ment he offered, which prevented it from
being an outright disqualification. I am
grateful to him for that. I am grateful
that the matter was not finally settled
by making a motion to reconsider, which
would have been immediately defeated.

With the passage of time, we have had
an opportunity to consider it. I hope,
when I make the motion to reconsider,
it will be adopted.

I hope my friend will not make a mo-
tion to table, but that the Senate will
be able to vote on a motion to reconsider,
because a motion to table would require
three steps rather than two, and I do not
wish to hold up consideration of the for-
eign aid bill unduly.

Mr, CARLSON. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate very much the statement of the
Senator from Illinois. Two or three
comments should be made. Some have
been mentioned already.

In the first place, it was stated on the
floor that those of us from farm States
should have sympathy with those from
other areas, particularly when it comes
to fish and the amendment under dis-
cussion.

Last night I stated that I supported
the amendment. I think I can state
frankly that if in committee I had op-
posed the amendment, I doubt if it would
have been in the bill. I did not oppose
it. I do not oppose it now. I had one
consideration in mind last night, and
that is in regard to the amendment
which I submitted, which I think is a
fair amendment.

Why should we urge people who are
hungry and starving to eat a product
that our own Food and Drug Administra-
tion does not approve for use in our own
country?

In the second place, I used the term
“fish flour.” I got that term from the
Senator from Illinois. I did not pick it
out myself. I have been hearing the
term “protein concentrate.” But it is
still the same product. Call it by any
other name, it is still fish flour. That is
what they have been trying to sell it as
for years, and they have not succeeded
in doing it.

Last night I did not know this amend-
ment was to be called up. I did not call
it up. I did not have a written amend-
ment, but when the amendment was
called up, it occurred to me that it was
then or never. That is the reason why I
offered the language stating that the sale
of products under Public Law 480 should
not contain fish flour without the ap-
proval of the Food and Drug Administra-
tion. It is that simple. When the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island made his sug-
gestion, I had no objection. I would not
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oppose the sale of food to foreign lands
for the use of hungry people if such food
were approved by the Food and Drug
Administration.

Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CARLSON. Iyield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator
place greater trust in the Food and Drug
Administration than he does in the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences?

Mr. CARLSON. I am not familiar
with the National Academy of Sciences,
but our Nation has had the benefit of
the Food and Drug Administration for
many years. The Administration has
rendered great service to the country. I
could mention many products from
which the Administration has protected
our people.

There has been some talk about what
a great product it is. What is this prod-
uct? Let me read what it is.

This product would be made by grind-
ing whole fish of any variety, including
scavenger fish and other fish not com-
monly considered edible, taken from
oceans, inland waterways, swamps, and
other sources, and would include every-
thing in and on the fish—head, eyes,
scales, fins, intestines, contents of in-
testines, worms, and parasites. Thus, the
product would consist in part of “filthy,
putrid, or decomposed” substances
within the meaning of the act.

Still, we would want to grind up that
product, call it fish flour, and force it
on hungry people in other lands. I will
not be a party to it.

The Senator from Illinois made a
statement about the Food and Drug
Administration. Over a long period of
wears the Food and Drug Administration
has consistently taken the position,
which the courts have consistently up-
held, that an article of food containing
such substances is adulterated. For
example, the courts have held that fish
containing parasitic worms, butter con-
taining rodent hair, flies, feather parts,
or insect filth, flour or sugar or bread
containing rodent hairs, rodent excreta,
or insect fragments, and tomato paste
containing corn ear worms and their
excreta, were adulterated within the
meaning of the act.

This is not something new. I do not
want to stand here today and permit
an amendment to the language that
would permit exportation of items that
are considered not to be fit for human
consumption in this country. I have no
objection to selling them all kinds of
fish.

If the Senator from Illinois will read
the report of the committee on this par-
ticular subject, I think he will agree that
there is no question as to what the
committee had in mind. I read:

There have been occasions when foreign

governments have asked for canned fish
products under the food-for-peace program

to supply protein deficlencies.

To the Senator from South Dakota, I
say that fish is a great protein food. I
have no objection to our selling it. The
Senator pointed to the need for it in
certain countries, but I do not think
there is a need for fish flour made as I
have described it. That is the basis for
my objection.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

I continue to read from the report:

This amendment will make it possible to
meet these requests to the extent that fishery
products may be in surplus. The amend-
ment will put fish on the same basis as frozen
beef, canned pork, canned hams, variety
meats, and fruit.

I believe the distinguished Senator said
that this product was not in surplus, but
it could be made a surplus product. That
is not the purpose of Public Law 480.
The purpose of that law is to take com-
modities which are already in surplus and
dispose of them, and not try to produce
others.

As I have read from the report:

The amendment will put fish on the same
basis as frozen beef, canned pork, canned
hams, variety meats, and fruit.

I do not understand how the fish peo-
ple can ask for any more than that.
They are on the same basis. Yet they
come to us and seek the adoption of an
amendment fo place on sale under Public
Law 480 a product that has not been ap-
proved by the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration. Whenever the Food and Drug
Administration approves it, and if the
amendment is adopted, of course it will
be sold. I am on sound ground.

I was generous with the Senator from
Illinois, as the Senator from Alaska has
mentioned. I could have prevented this
debate, and it would have been a simple
thing for me to do. All I would have had
to do would be to make a motion to re-
consider, and I am sure it would have
been adopted. Then the Senator would
have been finished. I did not want to do
that. I wanted him fo have an oppor-
tunity to do what he is doing now. Iam
not going to try to shut him off now. He
can use all afternoon to discuss this
amendment. Finally I will make my
motion to lay his motion on the table.

Mr,. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I have
not yet made my motion. I appreciate
the generous comments of my distin-
guished friend from Kansas. He is one
of the most even-tempered men in the
Senate. He is a delight to all of us. He
mentioned the opinion of the Food and
Drug Administration. I hold in my hand
a report of the National Academy of
Sciences, signed by Mr. Frederick Seitz,
the President, under date of November 6,
1962, transmitting a report of the com-
mittee of the National Academy of
Sciences which considered this product.
They were asked this question: “Can a
wholesome, safe, nutritious product be
made from whole fish?"

The report states:

The committee concluded that a whole-
some, safe, and nutritious product can be
made from the whole fish. The committee
accepted the definition of “a wholesome
product” to be a product which is healthful
and promotes physical well-being. Products
are currently available, produced in the lab-
oratory or in pilot plants, which have been
shown to be safe and nutritious in animal
feeding studies. In these studies, the nu-
tritional value of fish protein concentrates
has been shown to be equivalent to or better
than casein. Information is also avallable
that such concentrates have been utilized in
human population studies and found to be
acceptable.

Properly processed, all portions of the fish
can contribute to the nutritional value of
a product.
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I fear that the Food and Drug Admin-
istration is under the influence of many
forces. One of them is the group of big
millers and the wheat interests, as indi-
cated by their record in the late 1940’s.
At the same time that they turn up their
noses at this wholesome, safe and nutri-
tious product, they have passed these
articles, which I exhibited on the floor
of the Senate some weeks ago, and some
of which I have in my hand.

THE ABSURD APPROVALS OF THE FOOD AND DRUG
ADMINISTRATION

Here is a chocolate covered menagerie
of ants, baby bees, caterpillars, and
grasshoppers. If the Senator from Kan-
sas has such faith in the Food and Drug
Administration, I will give him some
chocolate covered grasshoppers. If he
does not like that, I have here a chocolate
covered ant. These are products that
the Food and Drug Administration has
approved. They say they are all right,
but they will not let & wholesome, sani-
tary, nutritious, high protein fish con-
centrate be sold.

Will the Senator from Kansas take
some of these, or will any other residents
in the Wheat Belt turn up their noses
at a high protein fish concentrate? I
have some fried grasshoppers, if he would
prefer those.

Mr., PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Does the Senator
have any chocolate-covered elephants?

Mr. DOUGLAS. No; they are too
large, The Senator from Kansas men-
tioned the fact that he did not want to
have roaches in food. I have here some
dried fish which contain several roaches,
clearly visible. They are used as an at-
traction. If the Senator from Kansas
would like to consume these roaches,
which have been passed by the Food and
Drug Administration, I will place them
on his desk.

Mr. CARLSON. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr. CARLSON. I appreciate receipt
of all these splendid articles which have
been approved, as the Senator says, by
the National Academy of Sciences, which
I understand consists of the upper intel-
ligentsia of the country, not of the com-
mon people. It has never reached down
that far,

Mr. DOUGLAS. No, the National
Academy has not approved those articles;
it has been the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration which has done that. The Na-
tional Academy of Sciences has approved
the high protein fish concentrates.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from
North Dakota comes from a great wheat
State. Let me offer him some chocolate-
covered ants. If he does not like them,
I can offer him some fried grasshoppers.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. I
wish the wheat industry and the milling
industry had such great influence with
the Food and Drug Administration, as
the Senator from Illinois thinks. The
Food and Drug Administration has
clamped down on the wheat people, to
the extent of making it necessary to
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remodel most of its granaries and ware-
houses.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator
mean that that was done in an effort to
try to diminish the amount of droppings
of rats?

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. They
have had to remodel most of the ware-
houses and granaries, and regulations
have been tightened to the point that if
8 mouse runs across a bin of wheat, the
wheat is likely to be disqualified.

Mr. DOUGLAS. It must leave some-
thing substantial behind.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Just
occasionally. The Senator, on the other
hand, in effect is proposing that we take
the whole mouse and make flour out
of it.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, the
Senator from Illinois is a fighter. The
Senator from Illinois is a great crusader.
The Senator from Illinois is a worker in
good causes. I suppose there is no need
for me to say it since the Senate knows
it and the whole country knows it. The
Senator knows that I am on his side in
this controversy regarding the Food and
Drug Administration decision. We had
a conversation on the same subject the
other day, and the Senator from Illinois
had a much more imposing array of ex-
hibits than he has at the present time.

I see that the exhibits are all here
again, produced by the Senator from Il-
linois. They did not appear very tasty
at that time. The Senator also had some
fish flour, or fish protein concentrate,
and he offered me some. I expressed a
willingness to eat the flour, but resolute-
ly refused to be enticed by his repeated
offer of chocolate-covered bees or choc-
olate-covered ants, or even fried silk-
worms. Dried fish, liberally adorned
with cockroaches which had perished in
the package, was not at all appealing.

I stand ready to work with him and
for him and under him in doing every-
thing possible to persuade, by whatever
means possible, the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration to permit fish protein con-
centrate to be sold domestically. There
is nothing offensive about this product.
I agree with the Senator that it would
furnish a wonderful protein source for
people. Not all Americans have enough
protein, but that is especially true of peo-
ple in the underdeveloped countries.

The senior Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. SarTonsTALL] told us yester-
day afternoon that court action or con-
gressional action must be taken to bring
about and effectuate this change. If
congressional action will do it, I assure
the Senator from Illinois that I am with
him. I will join him in any way possible
to bring this change about, because it
seems to me it makes commonsense to do
50.

However, another consideration is in-
volved by way of the basic amendment.
I was its architect. Now efforts are be-
ing made to add another room to the
architectural design., I am obliged to
say, in a pragmatic way, that not for
worlds would I have the whole house col-
lapse in this effort. I say that with all
deference and respect for the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. Doucras]l. The fact
is that this amendment was offered
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originally to and accepted by the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, because it
was thought that it was an appropriate
and justifiable means of disposing of sur-
plus stocks of fish. We have heretofore
submitted for the benefit of the commit-
tee and have submitted for the benefit of
the Senate examples of how these sur-
pluses haxe existed, not always, but from
time to time, in different sections of the
country.

I observe in the Chamber the two Sena-
tors from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE
and Mr. PeLrL]l. These surpluses have
been found off the New England coast.
They include sardines, as the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL]
knows so well, and other kinds of fish.
Surpluses have likewise occurred on the
gulf coast and the Pacific coast.

Since the basic amendment provides
that, under title I of Public Law 480,
none of the appropriations heretofore
made available, or to be made available
during calendar year 1965, shall be used
to carry out the intent of this amend-
ment—that is to say those provisions re-
lating to title I under the basic amend-
ment, the one that was adopted yester-
day—I think we could well devote our
collective efforts—including those on the
other side of the aisle—to working dur-
ing the next year aggressively, vigorous=
ly, and I hope successfully, so that with-
out any debate, without any argument,
without any controversy, the fish protein
concentrate then could be used for this
program.

As has already been stated, there is
no surplus of fish flour. I should not
have used that expression; I should have
said “fish protein concentrate.” I have
no doubt there could be built up shortly
a supply of such concentrate. My under-
standing is that some amounts have been
sent overseas for testing purposes, and
that there is some sale for use as high-
quality animal feed. This does not mean
that the same products would not be
desirable for human beings.

This is a testing stage, more or less.
The fish from which this product is made
are edible fish—edible in every sense of
the word. What is wrong with eating
this product, when the Food and Drug
Administration allows us fo eat sardines?

But I believe that even if the language
that is now before the Senate based
upon the amendment of the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. CarLson], as modi-
fied by the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. Pastore], prevails just as it is, that
does not mean, cannot mean, and should
not mean that at an early date an addi-
tion to that program, in the form of fish
protein concentrate will be barred.

Mr, PASTORE. Mr. President, I wish
to direct a question to the distinguished
Senator from Illinois, because I think
the Recorp ought to be corrected in one
respect, or at least clarified.

The position taken by the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. Carison] is that he
is opposed to the inclusion of fish pro-
tein concentrate until such time as this
product is approved by the Food and
Drug Administration and made eligible
for American consumption. He is not
disposed to allow to be sold abroad, even
if foreigners want to buy it, a product
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that the American public cannof eaf.
What is the Senator's contra argument?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Whose argument?

Mr. PASTORE. That is the argument
of the Senator from Kansas. I want to
know what the rebuttal is to that argu-
ment.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thought I made my
rebuttal. In the first place, Mr. Larrick
is completely wrong. The National
Academy of Sciences, as I have read, has
declared high-protein fish concentrate to
be wholesome, safe, and nutritious.
This is clearly a case in which Mr. Lar-
rick is wrong. But out of his stubborn-
ness, he has made an administrative
ruling that high-protein fish concen-
trate is unfit for human consumption.
Even though he has not barred it from
foreign use, he has declared it unfit for
domestic consumption.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not true that
he has declared it unfit for domestic
consumption strictly on esthetic grounds,
and not on the grounds of nutrition,
safety, and economic benefit?

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is cor-
rect. Mr. Larrick said it raises in the
minds of people unesthetic thoughts be-
cause the whole fish is used, including
the intestines and the head, although
there has been compression, washing in
many solutions of water and many solu-
tions of alcohol, baking, complete sterli-
zation, and removal of bacteria that
might have been in the intestinal tract.

Nevertheless, at the same time, this
gentleman permits the sale of oysters
with their intestinal tracts, and of clams,
of snails, and many other creatures that
have intestinal tracts. He raises no es-
thetic objection to them.

First, if the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Kansas were eliminated, and
we returned to the basic amendment or
to the basic Bartlett provision, as in-
terpreted on the floor of the Senate, we
would put pressure on the Food and
Drug Administration to include the

_product in the foreign assistance pro-

gram. Also, once the product was used
abroad, there would be increasing pres-
sure on Mr. Larrick to change his ruling
at home. Many people at home, as well,
need this food. Not only is it the most
available source of echeap protein, as the
former Director of the food-for-peace
program, the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from South Dakota [Mr. McGov-
ErRN], has testified, but it affords the next
big market for the American fishing in-
dustry. This is a new product, one
which can spell the difference between
depression and prosperity for the fishing
industry, because it gets away from the
difficulties of refrigeration in preserving
fish. The fish can be processed quickly
and made into fish flour, and the fish
flour will keep forever.

., BAR . It is protein con-
centrate.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Excuse me; I some-
times fall into that error.

Mr. PASTORE. Do I correctly under-
stand the Senator from Illinois to re-
solve his argument to this: That even
though the product cannot be used for
human consumpfion in the United
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States, because it has not been approved
by the Food and Drug Administration for
esthetic reasons, there is no reason why
foreign governments which desire to buy
it, knowing what the product is, but who
nevertheless wish to buy it because it
conforms with their eating habits, should
be barred from buying it under Public
Law 4807

Mr. DOUGLAS. If we do not develop
fish concentrate, it will be developed by
other countries. I have in my hand an
article from The Fish Boat for July
1962, which describes how this product
is being produced in Norway. If we hold
off producing it, the Scandinavian coun-
tries will come in and take this market
away from us.

I thank the Senator from Rhode Is-
land, who has been very helpful.

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. President,
will the Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Certainly.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I appreciate the
courtesy of the Senator in yielding to me.

Without prolonging this discussion, let
me point out that yesterday I stated my
reasons quite fully. My statement ap-
pears on page 21778 of the CONGRESSION=-
AL RECORD.

The Senator from Illinois has stated
quite accurately that the National Acad-
emy of Sciences has given fish protein
a clean bill of health.

I also point out that the Food and

‘Agriculture Organization of the United

Nations is spending approximately $300,-
000 on a program of acceptability test-
ing and development of the commercial
production of fish flour in Peru, to which
it is contributing $300,000 during the
next 3 years, and also that the Bureau of
Commercial Fisheries is continuing its
research on fish, under funds appro-
priated last year.

As has been pointed out by the Senator
from Rhode Island, the Senator from Il-
linois, and the Senator from Alaska, the
Food and Drug Administration has indi-
cated that at the present time it will
not approve the sale in the United States
of fish protein.

I agree with Senators that it is desira-
ble to have fish protein put on the mar-
ket; but I point out that the important
thing is to have put under chapter 4 of
Public Law 480, for the first time, do-
mestically produced fish products. That
is why I supported the amendment of
the Senator from EKansas, as modified at
the request of the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PasTorEl—because I believe
that under that amendment, as modified,
fish products will be included under
chapter 4 of Public Law 480; and it is
important that that be done at the mo-
ment.

I thank the Senator from Illinois for
yielding to me.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I do
not criticize any Senator who voted in
favor of adoption of the Carlson amend-
ment. By reading between the lines of
the statements which were made, I
think what the Senator from Massachu-
setts now says is accurate. It is ap-
parent that those who represent the
wheat farmers would vote to kill the
entire amendment if fish concentrate
and fish flour were not excluded. Per-
haps the dairy industry has joined in as
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well. But I do not criticize Senators for
participating in the agreement which
was reached. I was not a party to it, and
I think ultimately it would be adverse to
the public health of the world and also
to the interests of the Seaboard States
and the Great Lakes States. The Great
Lakes States also produce fish, and they
have suffered somewhat from the rulings
of the Food and Drug Administration.

Regardless of whether those rulings
are good or bad, I do not wish to pro-
long the debate on this subject; I wish
to have the Senate proceed with its work
on the pending bill.

I would appreciate it if the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. CarLson] would
withdraw his amendment. Then we
could proceed, and it would not be neces-
sary for me to suggest the absence of a
guorum, and then have the Senate go
through the tedious process of acting on
a motion to lay on the table; and then, if
we should win in that connection, on a
motion to reconsider the vote by which
the modified amendment was agreed to,
and then a motion to include certain
words in the bill.

So I appeal to the Christian charity
and amiability of the Senator from
Kansas, which are so thoroughly parts
of his splendid character, to withdraw his
amendment.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am waiting for an
offer from the Senator from Kansas.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr, President, I wish
to inform the Senator from Illinois that
I will not withdraw my amendment. I
thought I was most generous yesterday
evening when I tried to help Senators
who are interested in the sale of fish
under Public Law 480 by agreeing fo go
along with the provision that fish flour,
which has not been approved for sale in
the United States by the Food and Drug
Administration, be climinated from this
part of the commitiee amendment.
Therefore, I shall not withdraw my
amendment.

I hope the Senator from Illinois will
move that the vote by which my modified
amendment was agreed to be reconsid-
ered; and then I shall move that the
motion to reconsider be laid on the table.

Mr. DOUGLAS. First, Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

[No. 232 Leg.]

Bartlett Gruening Nelson

Bayh Harv Neuberger
Beall Hin Pastore

Bible Holland Pell

Boggs Hruska Proxmire
Burdick Javits Ribicoff
Carlson Jordan, Idaho Robertson
Cooper Keating Russell
Cotton Long, Mo. Saltonstall
Dirksen Mansfield Simpson
Dodd MeClellan Smith
Dominick McGovern Talmadge
Douglas McIntyre Williams, Del.
Edmondson McNamara Young, N. Dak,
Ervin Metcalf

Fulbright Morse

Mr. HUMPHREY, I announce that
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLEN-
pER], the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Jackson], the Senator from Louisiana
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[Mr. LonG], the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr. MaenUsoN], the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. Stennis], and the Sen-
ator from Tennessee [Mr. WALTERS] are
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
California [Mr. EncLE] is absent because
of illness.

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. CurTis] is
absent on official business.

The Senator from Xentucky [Mr,
MorToN] is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is not present.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Sergeant at Arms be dis-
patched forthwith speedily—quickly—to
bring in absent Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Montana.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Sergeant at Arms will execute the order
of the Senate.

After a little delay Mr. AIxen, Mr. AL~

_LoTT, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr, BEALL, Mr. BEN-

NETT, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. Byrp of Virgi-
nia, Mr. Byrp of West Virginia, Mr.
Cannon, Mr, Case, Mr. CuUrcH, Mr.
CLARK, Mr. Easrtranp, Mr. Fowc, Mr.
GOLDWATER, Mr. Gorg, Mr. HARTKE, Mr.
HavpeEn, Mr. HICKENLOOPER, Mr. Hum-
PHREY, Mr. INouye, Mr. JoOENSTON, Mr.
JorpaN, Mr. KeNNeEpy, Mr, KuCHEL, Mr.
LavuscHE, Mr. McCarTHY, Mr. McGEE,
Mr. MecHEM, Mr. MIiLLErR, Mr. MonN-
RONEY, Mr. Moss, Mr. MunpT, Mr. Mus-
KIE, Mr. PEArRSON, Mr. Proutry, Mr. RAN-
poLPH, Mr. Scorr, Mr. SMATHERS, Mr.
SPARKMAN, Mr. SymineToN, Mr. THUR-
MonND, Mr. Tower, Mr. WiLLiams of New
Jersey, Mr. YarBoroUuGH, and Mr, YOoUNG
of Ohio entered the Chamber and an-
swered to their names.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is a quorum present?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of the motion to recon-
sider which I entered last night.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Illinois? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr, President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment of the Senator from Kan-
sas [Mr. CarLsoN], as modified, page 53,
line 20, of the committee amendment,
was agreed to.

I hope that if a motion to table the
motion to reconsider is made, all Sena-
tors in favor of improving the nutrition
of the people of the world and developing
new markets for American fisheries will
vote “‘no.” ;

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Illinois.

Mr, CARLSON. Mr. President, I move
to lay on the table the motion of the
Senator from Illinois.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Kansas.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment is open to further
amendment.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ATTENDANCE AT NATO CONFER-
ENCE BY WIVES OF SENATORS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
have been reading on the news ticker a
story to the effect that two wives of
Senators have been mentioned as ac-
companying the House delegation to the
NATO Conference some days ago.
There have been some questions raised
about those wives going, and I wish to
say on the floor of the Senate, and for
the REcorp, that they went in good faith.
Their husbands and other Members of
the Senate had been appointed by this
body to represent the Senate at the an-
nual NATO Conference, and at my re-
quest every single one of those Senate
Members stayed here to be on the floor
during the debate on the foreign aid
bill. They stayed here on a day-to-day
basis, in the hope that it might be pos-
sible for them, in light of the directions
laid down by this body, to attend that
most important Conference; but, because
of the developments over which they
had no control whatsoever, and because
I requested them to stay here, they
did so.

I believe that instead of fault being
found with the wives of these Senators,
who went to the Conference in the ex-
pectation that their husbands would join
them shortly, as they had every right to
anticipate, we should give a great deal
of credit to Senators who remained be-
hind, who missed a most important con-
ference, and who attended to their pri-
mary duty on the floor.

And by the same taken, I think these
two ladies deserve some credit instead of
carping criticism. In the circumstances
they were cast in the role of unofficial
representatives of the Nation, as are For-
eign Service wives or military wives or
Cabinet wives or any other wives of of-
ficials of this Government who happen
to be abroad. I have no doubt that the
two ladies acquitted themselves in a
most commendable and exemplary man-
ner.

Furthermore, may I say, if my under-
standing is correct, that the two ladies
who did go usually travel in separate
planes from their husbands, because of
the safety factor involved, for their ehil-
dren—a practice which my wife and I
followed until our own daughter was 18
years of age.

So I would hope that this fact would
also be set out on the Recorp; I suppose
it is too much to hope that the petty
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recrimination and speculation which
seems to be so rampant would stop, and
that due recognition would be given to
the facts as they are rather than to wild
speculation, which seems to be so much

the mood of the moment.

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN ASSIST-
ANCE ACT OF 1961

The Senatfe resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 7885) to amend further
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, and for ofher purposes.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment to H.R. 7885,
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, which
I ask to have read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The LecistaTiveé CLERE. On page 52,
line 14, of the committee amendment, it
is proposed to strike out *“$675,000,000"
and to insert in lieu thereof “$655,-
000,000.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment to the substitute committee amend-
ment, as amended.

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, I shall
discuss the amendment shortly. Some
discussions will be held off the floor of
the Senate in regard to the amendment
while I speak briefly on another matter.

This amendment seeks to strike $20
million from the Social Progress Trust
Fund. I do not wish to say any more
about it until the discussions off the
floor have been concluded.

Following action on the amendment,
the Senator from Alaska has two or three
amendments to offer. If we are success-
ful in reaching an agreement on this $20
million saving—and I shall show later
that the $20 million saving is reasonable
and fair—and we can make the saving,
so far as I am concerned I shall not offer
any further money cut amendments, and
the bill might reach the stage of a third
reading before the late afternoon or early
evening.

I wish to take a few moments to make
a record in regard to the significance of
the amendment that was agreed to, of-
fered by the Senator from Alaska and
modified in conferences among the Sen-
ator from Alaska, the Senator from Ar-
kansas, the Senator from Minnesota, and
myself. I believe the amendment is per-
haps the most important that has been
adopted during all this debate. I am not
so sure that it is not now the most im-
portant part of the foreign aid bill. It
is not fully comprehended in the Senate.

There is great concern in many coun-
tries of Latin America concerning certain
types of military aid. This amendment,
in my judement, is worth millions of
dollars. If we could evaluate good will,
it is worth millions and millions of dol-
lars in American good will in Latin
America, because it will come as a great
relief to many of our best friends in
high government positions in many
countries in Latin America.

Part of the adjustment that was made,
in agreeing is the amendment of the
Senator from Alaska, was that I would
not press & money cut amendment for
2 $10 million cut in the military aid pro-
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gram in Latin America. I was glad to
agree to that. I do not know what the
outcome would have been on my amend-
ment, but I believe it had a very good
prospect of being approved. It skould
have been approved on its merits. But,
be that as it may, it is important that
the record on the foreign aid bill con-
tain this discussion of the problems
created by the United States in Latin
America as a result of the types of mili-
tary aid which we have been giving.

A few months ago, when I attended
the inauguration of the new President
of Peru, I witnessed a military parade
that included about 40 American Sher-
man tanks furnished to Peru by the
United States through military assist-
ance. What useful purpose those tanks
could possibly serve in Peru escapes my
imagination.

The purpose they do serve in Peru
and elsewhere on that continent is to
pose a constant and continual threat to
the civilian governments of those coun-
tries. They are the gun at the head of
every elected President of Latin Amer-
ica~—a gun that we have manufactured
and furnished free of charge. All too
often, these weapons have been used to
thwart and overfurn the governments
that have been seeking to carry out the
objectives of the Alliance for Progress
which, of course, we are also financing,

When I say “gun” I mean heavy equip-
ment like tanks and jet aireraft. The
kinds of guns that the armed services
in Latin America do need to control
guerrillas and terrorists are the small
arms and mobile equipment that we ean
furnish under a ceiling of $40 million.

Let me point out that the military
castes in some of these countries have
become so arrogant in their demands for
expensive equipment, and have become
such a threat to civilian governments be-
cause of it, that some governments have
sought to obtain equally heavy equip-
ment for other branches of their services
merely to offset the others. If one coun-
try has an air force whose power and
prestize have been elevated with late
model U.S. jets, then it is not unusual
to find that government anxious to bal-
ance its air force with an army equipped
with Sherman tanks, and a Navy equip-
ped with large ships, and a few jets of
its own to keep the air force from taking
over. This kind of rivalry is going on
within individual countries. And it has
led to a similar rivalry among the armed
services of neighboring countries.

Senators will find at my desk a letter
I received from the Assistant Secretary
of Defense for International Seeurity Af-
fairs on June 24, 1963. It contains a
breakdown of the military aid that went
to each country in Latin America in fiscal
yvear 1963. Of course, it is marked “Con-
fidential.” Therefore, I am unable to
read it to the American people.

But I can report that of all Nations
in the hemisphere, it was none other
than the Dominican Republic that re-
ceived the most military aid from us in
proportion to its population. It recelved
far more on a per capita basis than any
other country.

What a harvest we reaped from that
assistance. What a harvest the people
of the Dominican Republican reaped
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from it. With that military assistance,
the armed services of the Dominican Re-
public slaughtered a free, elected, con-
stitutional government.

Look at the other figures, if Senators
will but come to my desk. The next
largest recipients of military aid from
us, relative to population, were Bolivia
and Chile. It is an interesting thing to
note that Bolivia remains one of the
most unstable nations of the hemisphere,
both economically and politically. She
is a recipient of endless American finan-
cial aid. She is beneficiary of the Presi-
dential contingency fund, for contin-
gencies that plague Bolivia but which do
not threaten the vital interests of the
United States. She is the recipient of
nonproject money, which means she gets
it purely for budget support because the
Bolivian budget must finance the na-
tionalized tin mines. Because of the
huge, inflated payrolls of those tin mines,
her budget is grossly out of balance, and
the United States makes up the differ-
ence, just as we do in Turkey with her
socialized industries.

Yet, because of this tenous eco-
nomic condition, there are those who be-
lieve Bolivia is also threatened by inter-
nal communism. I suggest that the
revolution that occurred in Bolivia in
1952 was a revolution of the extreme
leftwing, if not actually a Communist
revolution. It was then that the tin
mines were nationalized. They have
served ever since to provide jobs for the
working people of Bolivia, even though
the mines do not support those payrolls.

But Bolivia has already had a left-
wing revolution. What useful purpose
do we serve in sending her military aid
now to seek to hold down by force the
pressures that the revolution itself
brought to Bolivia?

The two nations ranking next highest
in the per capita military aid standings
in Latin America are Nicaragua and
Honduras. I need not remind Senators
what the military forces in Honduras
did with our military aid. They, too,
murdered an elected government to pre-
ventanimminent election from being held.

After Nicaragua and Honduras, the
recipients of the military aid on a per
capita basis were Paraguay, Peru, and
Uruguay. There is another junta in
that group—the military junta of Peru.

Colombia, Guatemala, and El Salvador
rank next in this list. Guatemala is
still another example of a military coup
which ousted an elected government.

Senators, Congressmen, all Americans,
must face the fact that we are arming
the military castes of Latin America to
destroy civilian government. How can
anyone reconcile that with our own be-
liefs, or with our objectives in Latin
America?

I have been heard to say it many times,
and I shall say it many times in connec-
tion with this bill: We do nothing in the
world but further the causes of Castro
and communism when we, or the govern-
ing classes of Latin America, reduce the
choices of their people down to a choice
between eommunism and military fas-
ecism. It is the game of Castro to force
this choice upon the masses in Latin
America, because he knows that even-
tually commumism will triumph over
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militaristic fascism. That is how Castro
himself came to power. He knows very
well that when any people are suppressed
in their political and economic activities
by a police state, backed up by tanks and
other weapons, they will turn to equally,
extreme and violent measures to throw
off that suppression.

The Communist cadres in Latin Amer-
iea have their greatest opportunities in
those countries run by military police
states. The whole reason for the Alli-
ance for Progress was to give the 240
million people of the continent to the
south of us a chance to make some eco-
nomic and social progress by peaceful
and progressive means. The military
juntas are every bit as much an enemy
of the Alliance as are the Communists.
Neither faction wants to see the changes
envisioned by the Alliance accomplished.
Their reasons are quite different: The
Communists do not want the Alliance to
succeed because they want to appear to
be the only vehicle whereby the people
of Latin America can improve their
standard of living. 'The military castes
do not want conditions to change at all.
For them, the Alliance is as much a
threat to their privileged existence as are
the Communists.

We ought to take notice of where
large numbers of the sons of the
oligarchs go. They go into the military
forces. They are a part of the military
caste system. The sad fact is that large
numbers of the oligarchs take advantage
of American foreign aid in Latin Amer-
ica. To the extent that it does help in
some economic conditions, frequently
the chief beneficiaries are the oligarchs.
By and large they profit economically
and take the increased profits that come
out of the expenditures of American for-
eign aid and invest them in New York
and Swiss banks, and not in the future
economy of Latin America. But we are
expected to pour additional millions of
dollars of taxpayers’ money into Latin
America to make more money for the
oligarchs.

Too often that is the pattern, and
that is why I say, most respectfully, to
my President that when he talks in New
York about doing something to help the
poor, we must see to it that our foreign
aid is not so used by the rich that they
grow richer and the poor become poorer.
Indirectly, it is true it may help them;
but the indirect effects are unimportant.

Indirectly, I believe that the amend-
ment of the Senator from Alaska, of
which I was proud to be a cosponsor,
and the wonderful cooperation it re-
ceived from the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FuLericHT], chairman of the com-
mittee, and from the majority whip, the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Hum-
PHREY], in modifying the amendment in
a manner that would be acceptable to
the chairman of the committee and the
whip, are among the most important
things we have done in connection with
the entire foreign aid program.

By this amendment, if it remains in
the bill when it is finally adopted in con-
ference, the United States, as a matter
of policy, announces that there will be
no more military aid to Latin America,
save and except wlien the President finds
it is in our interest and in the interest
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of the country concerned, from the
standpoint of defense of the hemisphere,
and so reports his reasons to the Con-
Eress.

As will be seen from several commu-
nications I shall read shortly from some
of our best friends in Latin Ameriea, it
will take the tremble out of their knees.
Some of our best friends in high places
in Latin America have been trembling
as a result of their fears concerning what
may happen to their governments if
military juntas decide to use American
heavy military equipment to overthrow
their governments, as has been done so
frequently in the past in other places.

I cannot congratulate the Senator
from Alaska and the Senator from Ar-
kansas too highly. Congratulations are
due them for writing into the bill the
policy contained in the amendment.

Under this amendment, if aid is neces-
sary, and the President so finds it is nec-
essary to provide internal security for
defense and economic needs, the amend-
ment makes it possible.

As I said before, when we were trying
to make an adjustment in the amend-
ment, what is needed in Latin America
is not Sherman tanks, not mile upon
mile of heavy artillery equipment, not jet
planes. What is needed is small arms,
rifles, machineguns, tear gas, and heli-
copters to protect a country internally
from a possible Communist uprising.

That intention was brought out as we
made the legislative history at the time
the Senate adopted the amendment.
Under the amendment, aid for these pur-
poses is available.

Mr. President, that is worth much
more than a $10 million cut from a $50
million aid program as it came from the
committee, which cut I was about to
propose.

It is worth much more than that in
the savings we could make, because psy-
chologically it will be a great thing for
Latin America, and it will be a great
thing for the United States from the
standpoint of the resulting good will that
will come from the adoption of the
amendment. That is true of all of Latin
America. It is not possible to buy such
good will. Therefore I am pleased and
proud that I had a little part to play in
my conversations with the leaders and
with the Senator from Alaska which re-
sulted in the adoption of the revised
amendment.

The Senate, the Congress, and the
United States have been firm in cutting
off aid to Cuba because we see no point
in assisting a government that is sub-
verting much of the hemisphere and the
United States, too. Yet we make it pos-
sible, through misguided military aid, for
the oligarchies, backed by the power of
their military establishments, to subvert
the Alliance for Progress.

This amendment to reduce the ceiling
on military aid goes hand in hand with
my proposal to cut off entirely aid to
juntas that overthrow elected govern-
ments.

Later this afternoon I hope to be able
to present to the Senate a modification of
my junta amendment with the approval
of the administration which, if accepted
by the Senate, will have as helpful an
effect in regard to the junta issue in
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Latin America as the amendment of the
Senator from Alaska has in connection
with military aid.

By sending military aid that cannot be
used for any hemispheric defense, that
cannot be used against any Communist
guerrillas or street fighters, by sending
military equipment that only enables a
military faction to shoot up a city or
bombard a presidential palace until its
occupant is killed or surrenders, we are
undoing with one hand what we try to
build up in Latin America with the other.
It is a great irony that the same tax-
payers are paying for both programs.

In areas of tax reform, land reform,
interest rate, and budget reform, as in
many other areas, Latin American ef-
forts to live up to the pledges of the
Punta del Este conference have fallen
short. Self-help is proceeding at a dis-
appointingly slow pace. But of all the
reverses and failures of the Alliance—
and the United States is responsible for
some of them, too—the most shattering
and potentially dangerous is the recent
series of military coups d'etat against
legitimate governments.

The number of military or military-
backed dictatorships in Latin America
has almost doubled since the Alliance
was launched, increasing from four to
seven in a little over 2 years. There
have been four coups d'etat in 1963, in
Ecuador, Guatemala, Honduras, and the
Dominican Republic.

It may be, as has been suggested, that
these military coups are merely rear-
guard actions of a dying old order, but
it may on the contrary be that they are
profound political retrogressions from
the principles of Punta del Este. It is
quite possible that we are seeing the oli-
garchies of Latin America turning their
backs on peaceful progress, choosing to
take their chances on communism rather
than fulfill the obligations they under-
took when they entered into the Alliance
for Progress.

At best, they are a tactical setback
in the democratic revolution of Latin
America; at worst, they will destroy the
Alliance and serve final notice upon the
great booming masses of its people that
they are reduced to the alternatives of
communism or military fascism.

The United States, too, must make up
its mind what it really wants to accom-
plish in Latin America. We, too, must
decide whether we are going to base our
policy on the assumption that is wide-
spread in many parts of this country,
including very high places in the Depart-
ments of State and Defense, that Latin
people are incapable of self-government.
It is a widespread assumption that they
are not now and probably will never be
good for anything but military rule,
autocratic rule, the kind of government
that directs their lives from above and
tells them what to do economically,
politically, and socially.

I have heard variations on that line
many times. I have heard men experi-
enced in international affairs shrug at
the problems of Latin America, and tell
me that they never have had a legal sys-
tem or a social or economic system that
would permit the kind of peaceful prog-
ress envisioned by the Alliance for Prog-
ress. I have been told, “People have al-
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ways lived under military dictatorships
in Latin America and they always will.
They don’'t know how to govern them-
selves any other way.”

That is the kind of talk that Castro
likes to hear from us. That is the kind
of policy he likes to have us follow, too.
And we do follow it when we go on build-
ing up military factions there with our
free military equipment, and when we
go on doing business as usual under the
Alliance for Progress with military
juntas.

I am not asking Senators to inter-
fere with what kind of governments
these people choose for themselves. I
am not advancing any policy of inter-
vention in how Latin American coun-
tfries are governed., But I am saying
that we have the duty to decide how
American money shall be spent down
there, and for what purposes. Cutting
off aid to a junta is not U.S. interven-
tion. Reducing somewhat our level of
military aid is not intervention. Aiding
nations that want to help themselves and
help advance the living conditions of
their people through democratic institu-
tions is not dictation to them. It is not
an effort to force Anglo-Saxon institu-
tions upon Latin peoples, as some of us
are accused of doing.

What I am calling for is a policy of
pragmatism. I believe the evidence of
recent history in Latin America is very
clear, and that it compels us to reach
the conclusion that putting American
taxpayers’ money into Latin American
military machines and into the perpetu-
ation of oligarchies is pure waste. If
we go on doing it, communism will sweep
the hemisphere, anyway. We cannot
build a barrier fo communism in Latin
America with nothing but American dol-
lars. Neither can we build it with tanks
and jet aircraft. We can only build that
barrier with the institutions that the
people there must erect themselves. All
we can do is contribute a little of the
capital it takes, and not very much of
that.

The amendment of the Senator from
Alaska, which, so far as I am concerned,
eliminates any necessity for my amend-
ment, which would seek o cut an addi-
tional $10 million from military aid for
Latin America, now gives us a new op-
portunity, a changed opportunity, and
gives to free nations in Latin America
a different opportunity, too, because we
say, “We will help you in the face of any
threat to your internal security from the
standpoint of Communist coups, from
the standpoint of the Communist take-
over which seeks to destroy a free gov-
ernment, but we are not going to damage
you, and we are not going to weaken you;
we are not going to put you in danger
from a threat by giving the other kind of
military aid that we have been giving
for so long, which makes it possible for
a military coup to build itself up and
threaten the survival and the perpetua-
tion of a free government.

Mr. President, we have a long way to
go in Latin America. Sometime ago,
the chairman of the Committee on For-
eign Relations stated clearly that the
Alliance for Progress would not be built
in a few years—and it will not be if the
Alliance for Progress grows into the fru-
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ition of which it is capable. However, if
we kill it before it starts to bud; if we
discourage the people of Latin America
before the Alliance for Progress blos-
soms, we shall lose Latin Ameriea, so
far as having an effective ally is con-
cerned. We will then be confronted with
a conflict between military fascism and
revolutionary communism in Latin
America.

I am concerned about some of the
happenings in Latin America among
some of our so-called friends, such as
Brazil and Argentina.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp an article entitled “Brazil Plan
for Alliance Is Rejected at Parley,” pub-
lished in the Washington Evening Star
of tnday, November 14, 1963.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

BraziL, PLAN FOR ALLIANCE Is REJECTED AT
PARLEY

Sio Pavro, Brazin, November 14—A US.-
backed proposal to give Latin Americans
greater responsibility in direction of the
Alliance for Progress apparently faced
smoother salling today after general rejec-
tion of a Brazilian plan to bring in as many
European contributors as possible, Including
even the Communist bloe.

Diplomats said the Bragilian proposal won
only Bolivia's support from among the 20
nations attending the Inter-American Eco-
nomic and Soclal Councll session,

There was no official U.S. comment, but
most Latin American delegates privately
censured the proposal, ecirculated quietly
among delegates to sound out their reac-
tlon. As a result of the cold reception, the
Brazilians decided not to submit their plan
to a working committee.

AIMED AT U.5. PLAN

The Brazillan proposal apparently was in-
tended to torpedo the U.S.-backed plan
to create a seven-nation coordinating com-
mittee to pass on ald projects and give
Latin Americans more influence in overall
control of the multibillion-dollar economic
and social development program.

The Brazilians reportedly had still another
maneuver in reserve. Informants sald
Brazil has indicated that if the seven-nation
committee is approved, it will inslst that the
action be ratified by the congress of each
member nation. This could delay formation
of the committee for several years.

The Brazililans argued that the seven-
nation committee would only impede the ald
program by increasing redtape. But many
delegates, particularly those from smaller
countries, agreed that Brazil's opposition was
based on the feeling that she would be re-
duced to the level of other nations applying
for ald funds and that a mostly Latin Ameri-
can committee would be less sensitive to
political considerations than the United
States has been.

FIRM TU.S. BACKING

TU.8. Under Becretary of State W. Averell
Harriman, head of the American delegation,
placed U.S. support firmly behind the pro-
posed committee yesterday and sald if the
program to accelerate Latin America’s eco-
nomic growth is lagging, it is largely Latin
America’s fault.

Mr. Harriman said that since the Alllance
for Progress was launched 27 months ago,
the United States has poured out $2.3 billion.

“Within Latin America,” he declared,
“there have also been delays in establishing
effective planning machinery, in mobilizing
domestic resources, in establishing priorities,
and above all in the development of well-
conceived and technically sound projects.”"
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Mr. Harriman sald the Alllance needs “a
greater multilateralization of effort and
strengthened political leadership.” He sald
the proposed committee, “under the leader-
ship of a Latin American
chairman, can and should give a vigorous
new impetus to our commeon efforts.”

Mr. Harriman’s 45-minute speech was
warmly received, even by the chief Brazilian
delegate, Finance Minister Carlos Alberto
Carvalho Pinto.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I also
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp at this point as a part of
my remarks an article entitled “Brazil
Suggests All Nations Join Alliance Giv-
ing,” published in the Washington Post
of November 14, 1963, dealing with a pro-
posal invitation to other nations, pos-
sibly even the Soviet Union, to con-
tribute to the Alliance for Progress.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

BrAzIL SUGGESTS ALL NATIONS JOIN ALLIANCE

GIVING

B8io PauLro, BraziL, November 13.—Bragil 1s

out Latin American nations on a

to invite other nations, possibly

even the Soviet Union, to contribute to the

Alllance for Progress, informed sources saild
today.

They said firet reaction was cool from other
delegations attending the Inter-American
Economic and Soclal Council session in Séo
Paulo.

Many delegates obviously fear that the
opening of the Alllance to those outside the
Western Hemisphere would endanger U.S.
finanecial support. The United States is com-
mitted to give Latin America economic aid
to the tune of $10 billlon over 10 years.

The Bragzilian paper circulating among
delegates was sald to be an explanation why
Brazil opposes the present plan to create &
seven-man coordinating committee to spend
Alliance ald.

The sources sald Brazil's plan is not In the
form of a proposed resolution but merely is
advanced as a suggestion.

The idea would be to internationalize the
Alliance for Progress program, now strictly
United States-Latin American operation.
One highly placed informant sald the plan
would open the Alliance to all comers, includ-
ing the Soviet Union if necessary.

This is the Brazil plan as reported: All
Latin American countries would contribute
a total of $1 billlon a year to the Alliance
program; the United States would contribute
$1 billion; then other countries would also
be invited to participate.

Last week at a meeting of Alllance experts,
Brazil opposed the generally agreed upon
plan to set up a seven-nation inter-American
coordinating committee.

The Brazilian paper now In circulation is
said to argue that the committee would only
increase the redtape and bureaucracy that
Bragzil insists is holding up the program now.

Officially, the conference took no notice of
the Brazilian proposal.

The Alllance came in for criticlsm from
Bolivia’s Roberto Jordan Pando, who claimed
that the aid program was being bogged down
by U.8. bureaucracy.

Bolivia also joined Brazil in opposing the
creation of the seven-nation inter-American
Alliance Committee,

However, the committee plan was support-
ed by U.S. Delegation Chief W. Averell Harri-
man.

He conceded that no one is “wholly satis-
fied with the progress of the Alliance pro-
gram,” but he sald much more has been done
than often is recognized by public opinion.
- While backing the creation of the seven-
man Alllance committee, Harriman indicated
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that the United States would accept modifi-
cations of the plan.

Mr. MORSE, Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I shall
hasten this discussion by asking unani-
mous consent to have printed at this
point in the Recorp a letter dated Octo-
ber 5, 1963, from Jose Figueres, former
President of Costa Rica, in support of
the prineiple that I have upheld in re-
gard to juntas and military aid.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

HarvARD UNIVERSITY,
FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCES,
Cambridge, Mass., October 5, 1963.
Hon. WaynE MoRsE,
The Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear SEnaToR Morse: Congratulations on
your stand on the Dominican and Hon-
duran crises.

In the New York Times, October 5, page 1
continued, Tad Szulk says that the U.S.
military mission encouraged the coup In
Santo Domingo.

This is what is happening everywhere.
The military call communism any soclal re-
form, and act independently.

It 1s a waste of time, money, and health
to try to do anything wholeheartedly until
the U.S. Government adopts a uniform pol-
icy toward soclal reform through elected gov-
ernments.

Sincerely, Jose FIGUERES.

Mr. MORSE. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
REecorD a telegram I received from Fran-
cisco J. Orlich, President of Costa Rica,
dealing with my position in regard to
military juntas and military aid.

There being no objection, the telegram
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

8an Jose, CosTA RICA,
October 17, 1963,

Hon. Senator WAYNE MoRrse,

Chairman, Foreign Affairs Subcommittee for
Latin America, U.S. Senate, Washing-
ton, D.C.:

Congratulations for your magnificent stand
against military coups In Latin America.
Your flght is considered necessary and with
due respect I beg you to maintain the same
effort until. we can consolidate democratic

regimes in Latin Amerlca. My Foreign
Minister will see you next week in Wash-
ington.

Respectfully,

Francisco J. ORLICH,
President of Costa Rica.

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, under
date of November 2, 1963, I received the
following cablegram from three members
of the Senate of the Dominican Re-
public:

[Translation]
SanTo DoMINGO,
DOMINICAN -
November 2, 1963.
Senator Wayne MomsE,
Washington, D.C.:

Today Dr. Juan Casasnovas Garrido, Presl-
dent of the Republic in accordance with the
Constitution, was arrested, wounded, and
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beaten by repressive forces. Senator Mella
also is under arrest and treated with lack of
consideration, Once more human rights are
trampled in this country by usurpers of
power. Would that it were possible that
the committee over which you preside might
intervene with the appropriate organ so that
the Human Rights Commission might be
sent with the purpose of ending the persecu-
tion and outrages against the citizens and
legitimate representatives of the people.
Cordial regards,

Senator.
Casmiro CASTRO,
Senator.

That letter was from three Senators
of the Dominican Republic Senate. A
sordid tale is told of the persecutions and
denial of civil liberties and human rights
practiced upon many persons in the
Dominican Republic as a result of the
junta. Thus there can be no denial of
the position which the senior Senator
from Oregon has taken in opposition to
any assistance to that junta until con-
stitutional government is returned.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the Recorp, with-
out taking the time to read it, a letter
to the editor of the New York Times from
Miguel Ydigoras-Fuentes, Constitutional
President of Guatemala, dated November
6, 1963, and published in the New York
Times of November 13, 1963.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

GUATEMALA Upser SEEN—OUSTED HEAD BE-

LIEVES OFPOSITION Is RISING TO REGIME
To the Eprror oF THE NEW YORK TIMES:

Although I do not agree with all of Paul
Eennedy’s appralsal of the present political
tragedy of the Guatemalan people, he de-
serves pralse for his November 3 news arti-
cle “Guatemala Chief Facing Pressure,” for
it sheds light on the tragedy.

Some of the business sector accused my
administration of being inept and corrupt,
a8 your correspondent states, but that was
due to the agrarian reform, the first Income
tax law and other social measures adopted
by my constitutional government, which
greatly affected the vested interests of the
wealthy in Guatemala. They went so far
as to imply that I was also a pro-Commu=-
nist in disguise.

The opposition to Col. Enrique Peralta
Azurdia’s de facto and dictatorial regime is
certainly growing, as I predicted. It should
be borne in mind, however, that the despotic
regime never did enjoy a wide and deep-
seated popular appeal. That is the reason
why it abolished the Constitution, eliminat-
ed Congress and converted Guatemala into a
police state.

Almost all political parties, as Mr, Een-
nedy's article points out, are bitterly against
the present de facto regime, opposing by all
means at their disposal the brutal internal
policles and the senseless international meas-
ures adopted by Peralta and his assoclates in
crime.

INCREASED TERRORISM

Terrorism and guerrilla warfare have in-
creased lately. Both have been so grest, in
fact, that on several occaslons road and
other communications have been severed
between Guatemala City and other points
in the interior, notably the northeastern
seaboard. Military unrest has been growing
despite Colonel Peralta’s attempt to court
the affection of younger military officers and
more liberal-minded military that remember
with shame their oath to defend the Con-
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stitution. This unrest is bound to increase
until the tyrannical regime is overthrown.
Hundreds of Guatemalans are in prison.
Undoubtedly, the more than 200 petition-
ers who signed the recent political memoran-
dum are extremely brave citizens, who de-
serve the gratitude of the whole nation. It
is imperative, as they urge, to put an end to
the de facto regime with its military clique,
who belleve that free Institutions always lead
to chaos and, in the end, to communism.
The only legal solution is to return to
constitutional government, calling the Vice
President (First Designate) to rule the coun-
try and in accordance with our National Con-
stitution, article 165, to call for presidential
elections in the next 4 months, supervised
by the Organization of American States.
Guatemala deserves this solution in order
to benefit from such great undertakings as
the Alliance for Progress.
MIGUEL YDIGORAS~-FUENTES,
Constitutional President of Guatemala.
Miami, Fra., November 6, 1963.

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the Recorp a letter dated
October 5, 1963, that I received from
Miguel Ydigoras Fuentes, constitutional
President of Guatemala, in support of
many of the positions I have taken.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

San Marco Isnawp, Miami, Fra.,
5 de Octubre de 1963.
Hon., WAYNE MORSE,
U.S. Senator from Oregon, Chairman, Latin
American Subcommitiee, the Senate of
the United States, Washington, D.C.

Dear SEnATOR Morse: Since our last con-
versation in the middle of the summer, when
we exchanged points of view regarding the
military coup in Guatemala which ousted the
legitimate Government I had the honor of
presiding, in accordance with the mandate of
the majority of Guatemalans expressed In
the free elections of January 1958, other
military takeovers have occurred in Latin
America and the social-political situation In
Guatemala has gravely deteriorated.

My own struggle against communism is,
I belleve, well known in the United States
and in Latin America, It is, I am sure,
recognized by the political leaders in your
country and by many Latin Americans who
have the responsibility of government. It is
stated in my book: "My War With Com-
munism,” Prentice Hall (July 1963).

I say this because the American Continent
must, on the one hand, repudiate the im-
perialist and aggressive policies and purposes
of the international Communist movement,
and, on the other, condemn in no uncertain
terms the objectives and the methods of the
right extremists, since they are intrinsically
antagonistic to the democratic aspirations
of the peoples of the Western Hemisphere
and destructive to their free institutions.

As it happens with any human society, on
occasions legitimate and democratic govern-
ments commit errors in procedure which,
unfortunately, are greatly exaggerated in
press dispatches. The Guatemalan press had
been under censorship prior to 1958. The
parties opposing my government and de-
feated at the polls, began, by means of the
freedom of the press I imposed, a vicious
campalgn against my government, never seen
before. One thing is to correct the mistakes
that might be committed in a democracy,
and quite another to take advantage of the
freedoms of democracy to destroy it.

During the past 2 years, the inter-Ameri-
can community has come to realize that
“political” and “social” democracies must go
hand in hand, because they mutually com-
plement each other. This realization has re-
celved great impetus, in my opinion, thanks
to the courageous and dynamic leadership
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of President John F. EKennedy. I am re-
ferring specifically to the Alliance for Prog-
ress, that gigantic and multilateral effort
destined to ralse, in the social and economic
fields, the standard of living of millions of
Latin Americans. You may recall my own
efforts, inltlated during the first semester of
my term in 1958, to accelerate the economic
integration of the Central American Repub-
lics; and President Kubitscheck's vast plan
which he entitled “Operation Pan Amerleca,”
of the same year. But it is also true that
without President Kennedy's understanding
of the problem and without his complete
support, the Alliance for Progress would not
have been established at Punta del Este, on
August 17, 1961.

The Alliance is a most ambitious program,
but it must be implemented, as the “Declara-
tion of the Peoples of the Americas” reads, in
a free climate, with free institutions, always
respectful of human rights. If it were other-
wise, as the Communist claim to be doing
in the enslaved island of Cuba, the joint
effort would make a mockery out of repre-
sentative democracy and, in the end, it would
be completely useless.

The military that overthrow legltimate,
constitutional and democratic regimes in
Latin America do so ostensibly on many
grounds, but in fact because they abhor the
democratic way of life, free and constructive
dialog, and the right to dissent from the
philosophy that guides any government or
the means used to achleve the ends sought.
To them the multiplicity of political parties,
the establishment of labor unions and the
free expression of opinion, for example, are
characteristic of ‘‘decadent” socleties, and
roads which inevitably lead to chaos and
anarchy. This is the outlook—very primi-
tive Indeed—of the extremists of the right,
of the totalitarlans a la Hitler and Musso-
lini. In other words, their outlook is com-
pletely negative and obstructionist; and,
what is worse, they form a close and fra-
ternal alllance with every other bitter enemy
of democracy in that they wish democracy to
fall. They pretend to stay in power by point-
ing out, falsely of course, that the sole al-
ternative to Communist rule is military mis-
rule and oligarchic reaction.

Some have advocated that dictatorship
and de facto governments should be ex-
cluded from participating in the Inter-
American System. A year ago, at the
Organization of American States, several
Latin American democratic countries intro-
duced a resolution to have a Meeting of
Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs
discuss that possibility. Although my Gov-
ernment was naturally sympathetic to the
initiative, 1t instructed its Permanent Mis-
sion not to vote afirmatively because (1) it
was uncertain as to the effectiveness of the
step proposed and (2) it belleved that other
measures (joint breaking of diplomatic rela-
tions and collective economic sanctions, for
example) could be taken outside the Inter-
American System, in a less formal but more
effective manner. What my Government
had in mind, my dear friend, was to consult
with other legitimate governments as to the
possibility of “continentallzing” Article II
of the Central American Treaty of Peace and
Friendship, signed in W: n on Feb-
ruary Tth, 1923, through which de facto and
unconstitutional regimes would not be rec-
ognized diplomatically.

What the Latin Amerlcan community
needs, in my opinion, is to intensify its eco-
nomic development and to greatly acceler-
ate social justice, before it is too late, but
certainly preserving—in the process—the
fundamental rights of man. It 1s intoler-
able to have any part of the population pass
dogmatic judgment on the desires and needs
of the majority; and much worse if any pop-
ular sector denies, through undemocratic
means, the wishes of other popular sectors.
If a group of Colonels believes that the
legitimate government, freely elected by the
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people, is conducting its business In an 1ll-
mannered fashion, the thing for its members
to do is to resign from the Armed Forces
and enter politics, observing—as any one
else—the rules of the game. When they
usurp power and oust a democratic and
constitutional government, no matter what
pretext they might advance for their action,
the international community should react
with energy, vigor and indignation—sanc-
tloning their ill-conceived and ill-executed
performance.

In normal times, the International family
of natlons suffers inmensely when a demo-
cratic regime is decapitated. In this atomic
era, when years are reduced to weeks and
months to minutes, any democratic setback
is much more dangerous to the community
because it affords its enemies an excellent
opportunity to give the West a major set-
back in international politics.

As to the present situation in Guatemala,
the de facto and dictatorial regime has
openly and defiantly violated the Charter of
the United Nations, the Charter of the Orga-
nization of American States, the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, the American
Declaration on the Rights and Dutles of Man,
the Declaration of Santlago de Chile of 1959
and most of the instruments pertaining to
the rule of law and the protection of funda-
mental freedoms. It has converted the
country into a terrible police state.

Colonel Enrigque Peralta and his assoclates
in crime have ruthlessly suppressed the free-
doms fully enjoyed by the Guatemalan peo-
ple under my administration. Monstrous
laws have been decreed, Congress has been
abolished. Habeas corpus has been elim-
inated. An indefinite stage of seige exists
in the country. Military tribunals judge
ordinary offenses (called, by the ruling and
reactionary clique, seditious and subversive).
Hundreds have been jailed, and many mis-
treated before being sent into exlle in for-
eign but friendly lands. There is a grow-
ing list of Guatemalans being summarily
shot. The paredon as in Cuba, iz becom-
ing a national institution. Freedom of ex-
pression is not only a myth: it is admittedly
nonexistent. High schools have been mili-
tarized. Soclal progress has come to a com-
plete stop.

I denounced all these terrible violations
to the Inter-American Commission on Human
Rights, In late August, and requested that
body to investigate the charges and take ap-
propriate measures. In statements and let-
ters to the press I have warned that repres-
sive measures are on the increase and that
the hatred of the Guatemalan people for
the present regime is growing. Guatemalans,
from every walk of life, are responding to
the situation with greater acts of bravery,
and even with terrorist acts and Increased
guerrilla activities, because there is no solu-
tion in sight.

Not a word has been said officially about
general elections. And even if they were
convoked, there is absolutely no guarantee
that they would be free. As a matter of
fact, they could not be, unless a new gov-
ernment took over and conducted itself fair-
ly, restoring the fundamental freedoms
which have been trampled over by the mill-
tary boot.

Colonel Peralta’s reglme has not only de-
fled the sovereign will of the Guatemalan
people, but—with incredible audacity and
impunity—has defied all the American Cor-
tinent. Its contempt for the opinion of
democratic leaders of the Americas has no
bounds.

Should you wish, my dear Senator MogrsE,
to distribute copies of this letter to your
distinguished colleagues in the Latin Amer-
ican Subcommittee of the Senate of the Unit-
ed States and, particularly, to my good
friend Senator BourkEe B. HICKENLOOFER, of
Iowa, you may do so without any hesitancy.
If, however, you desire to include it in the
CoNorESSIONAL REecorp, feel free o do so.
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With every good wish, I remain affection-
ately yours.
MIGUEL YDIGORAS FPUENTES,
Constitutional President of Guatemala.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the Recorp a letter I re-
ceived from Luis Tovar, a senator of
Venezuela, under date of October 17,
1963, in support of the position I bave
taken on the military issue.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[Translation]

(Nore—This letter was written in “tele-
graph style”—the tie-ins were provided by
this translator—E.H.)

REPUBLIC OF VENEZUELA,
SENATE,
Caracas, October 17, 1963.

[Dear SEnaTor:] Your noble fight in the
U.S. SBenate agalnst military coups in Latin
America has earned the gratitude of the
Venezuelan workers and people. You are
now showing the best domocratic traditions
of the American people.

I feel I interpret the democratic feelings
of the Venezuelan people by congratulating
you upon your afirmation of understanding
and friendship. Simultaneously I implore
you to continue your interest in the develop-
ment and stability of democracy in Latin
America, which is the only road leading to
the sure defeat of communism’s interna-
tional conspiracy and of the remaining native
oligarchies.

Cordially yours,
Louis ToVAR,
Senator and President of Fedepetrol.

Translated by Elizabeth Hanunian, Octo-

ber 24, 1963.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the Recorp a cablegram I
received from Luis Mufioz-Marin, of
Puerto Rico, who is a great friend of the
United States. Governor Mufioz-Marin
shares the fears and the concern I have
expressed concerning juntas in connec-
tion with our military aid program.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Hon. WayNE MorsE,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.;

I have just sent the following cable to
President Kennedy regarding Santo Domingo
situation: The United States faces a prob-
lem, a challenge, and an opportunity. As a
citizen and as a neighbor of the Dominican
people I feel it my duty to make my views
known to you.

I unreservedly favor taking a hard line
toward the usurping government of Santo

. No recognition, no economic aid.
A soft line would result as I see it in the
following:

1. A further demonstration of the power-
lessness of the United States to support the
democratic governments in the hemisphere;

2. A chain reaction of military coups in
Latin America (Honduras is now said to be
on the verge);

3. A shot in the arm for communism as
the Batista dictatorship in Cuba turned out
to bhe;

4, Deprive Alliance for Progress of a num-
ber of democratic partners compelling United
States to deal with the oligarchies that op-
pose the reforms that are the basis of the

5. De;;end on military usurpation to com-
bat communism instead of depending on
democracy;

6. Allowing to lapse the opportunity of
using the Santo Domingo situation for a
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stronger policy orientation under very favor-
able psychological circumstances.

A strong line would refuse to recognize
the stability of infamy as “stable govern-
ment” and demand thorough respect for the
freedom of the Dominican people to have
their own democratically chosen govern-
ment. I believe that such steadfast position
on the part of the United States would
strengthen democracy in Latin America im-
meacsurably and that the puppet government
and its military masters would crumble and
open the way to action both viable and hon-
orable in Santo Domingo.

Respectfully,
Lurs Muftoz-MarinN.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the Recorp a letter from a
former Senator of the Dominican Re-
public, Dr. Anibal Campagna, from the
province of Santiago. It was sent to a
newspaper in the Dominican Republic
with the request that it be published.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[Translation]

SeprEMeEr 28, 1963.
Mr. RAFAEL HERRERA,
Director of Listin Diario
Santo Domingo, Dominican Republic.

DisTincuisaep Frieno: I am writlng to ask
you to be so kind as to publish this letter
in the honest newspaper which is being man-
aged by you with great dignity. I shall ex-
plain myself:

It so happens that on September 26 of
this year I called in person at the offices of
El Caribe and made some statements to Vie-
tor Marmol, a reporter, with the request that
they be published immediately, and he
promised that I would be accommodated
without fail. Yesterday morning, when I
saw that my statements had not come out
in El Caribe, I telephoned that same reporter
to ask him for an explanation. Mr. Victor
Marmol told me, in effect, that he could not
explain to himself what had happened.

The statements which I made to the news-
paper El Caribe were more or less the fol-
lowing: On September 25, at about 9 o'clock
in the morning, when I wanted to enter the
building of the Natlonal Congress, to take
my place as Senator with which office the
Province of Santiago had honored me, sev-
eral members of the National Police arrested
me and took me to Fortaleza Osana where
1 was detained, together with other Members
of Congress, until 5:30 o'clock in the after-
noon. Ir those statements I had expressed
my indignation not only because of the fact
of my arrest, but especlally because of the
act of insurrection which they had just con-
summated, destroylng that freedom for
which I had been fighting for such a long
time. I ended my statements by calling on
the Dominican people not to lose their faith
in the future and their confidence in de-
mocracy, because though freedom might have
momentary setbacks, it would never perish.

Those were more or less my statements
that day; but now I want to say a few addi-
tional words:

All the Dominican people know with what
enthuslasm and energy I was performing
my senatorial duties while I held that office
of which I was very proud because it had
been conferred on me, in free elections, by
the people and not by the force of machine-
guns, I fought In that Congress, to the
point of exhaustion, defending the Consti-
tution and law and order on many occasions,
when I felt that the majority party which
was in power was violating the Constitution
and the freedom (of the people). I will
never be able to support the men who have
destroyed the legal state of this country's
law and order.
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That is precisely why, in March of this
year, I declared myself Independent, leaving
the ranks of the National Civic Union, my
party of origin. I did so in conjunction with
some other members of that party, because I
became convinced at that time that the
tendency of their principal leaders was pro-
coup d'etat, and I was for freedom and for
law and order. The events which have just
saddened our poor country have proved that
I was right. Finally, the leaders of the pro-
coup parties have attalned by force, what
they would not be able to attain by law: to
enter the palace.

There is no hatred or bitterness in my
heart; it is filled only with sadness and pain,
but with much pain, not only for the sake
of the Dominiean people but also for those
men who managed the insurrection and who
now continue to give it moral and material
support.

I read with great interest the editorials
which you have been writing on the politi-
cal sltuation of the country and on the
latest events; I can only congratulate you
and tell you that the real, honest, and disin-
terested Dominlcans understand and ap-
plaud you. May history be the judge.

Therefore, I humbly reiterate to you my
request for the favor of publishing for me
this letter, responsibly signed by me, in Lis-
tin Diario, because it states my political po-
sition and I want to put it on record for
the future.

Your friend,
Dr. ANIBAL CAMPAGNA,

Ez-Senator for the Province of Santiago.

Translated by Elizabeth Hanunian, Octo-
ber 16, 1963.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have
visited Latin America a number of times.
I have spoken with many persons in
many parfs of Latin America, including
many officials. I spoke with numerous
members of various delegations, not only
from Latin America, but also from many
other parts of the world, at the time I
visited Peru, earlier this year, to attend
the inauguration of the new President.
One of the strong impressions I carried
away from that inauguration was the
almost unanimous opinion that delegates
from embassies and delegates specially
appointed by the heads of their govern-
ments expressed to me an opposition to
the type of military aid that we have
been giving to Latin America.

Also, they expressed deep concern
about the fact that in the minds of
many, the U.8. Government is linked
with the support of military juntas.
Later this afternoon, I shall offer my
amendment on military juntas.

I close my argument now by asking
the chairman of the Committee on For-
eign Relations to hear me through on
the purpose of the amendment that is
now pending.

The committee amendment authorizes
an additional appropriation under Pub-
lic Law 86-735 of $1756 million. This
amount compares with the request of
the administration for $200 million.
The authorization is on a no-year basis
and is intended to supplement the initial
authorization, now exhausted, of $500
million.

Most of this $1756 million is intended
to replenish the Social Progress Trust
Fund of the Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank, with a small amount to sup-
port development programs run by the
OAS.

The SPTF is used to foster improve-
ments in housing, land reform, sanita-




1963

tion, water supply, education, and tax
reform. As of December 31, 1962, the
SPTF had made 53 loans totaling $320,-
562,000, These loans are intended to
support social reform efforts undertaken
by the Latin American countries them-
selves.

This is dealt with on page 38 of the
report, where we find that the commit-
tee advises the Senate that the trust fund
was created under a trust agreement be-
tween the United States and the Inter-
American Bank. Under the trust agree-
ment, the SPTF is commissioned to sup-
port the social reform efforts of Latin
American countries which are prepared
to initiate or expand effective institu-
tional improvements and to employ their
own resources prudently and efficiently.
Countries participating in the Alliance
for Progress are represented in the SPTF
under a system of weighted voting.

Then the report states:

In signing the trust agreement under
which the Inter-American Development Bank
was vested with the responsibility for ad-
ministering the Social Progress Trust Fund,
it was the intent of the United States, and
of the Bank, that the Fund would be used to
encourage maximum self-help efforts on the
part of the participating countries, and that
the countries themselves would reform exist-
ing institutions and practices which impede
economic and soclal progress, especlally in
the fields of ownership and use of land, edu-
cation and training, health and housing, tax-
atlon and other aspects of the mobilization
of domestic resources. It is clear, further,
from the agreement that the performance of
the borrowing countries is intended to be a
primary eriterion for the making of loans.

In view of the disappointing perform-
ance of many Latin American countries
in the area of reform and self-help, it
cannot be said that they have, on the
whole, fulfilled the requirements of the
trust agreement.

For this reason, I do not believe that
the amount authorized for the SPTF
by the bill as reported from the com-
mittee for Public Law 86-735 can be
justified. I urge, therefore, that the
proposed authorization be reduced by
$20 million—from $175 million to $155
million.

I point out that because of the lapse
of time that has already occurred and
because of the additional lapse of time
before the final appropriation will be
made, this authorization amount can be
safely reduced.

When these countries do a better job of
self-help, if they do, there will be no
difficulty with me in enlarging the fund
commensurate with the self-help pro-
grams which these countries develop in
connection with the authorization bill of
next year. After all, this being Novem-
ber, that is not very many months away.

So I urge the Senator from Arkansas
to accept this amendment, which calls
for a $20-million cut. No program will
be damaged by the amendment; no loan
in the offing will be prevented by the
making of this cut.

In addition, I think this is the kind of
warning and lesson we should send to our
Latin American neighbors, so as again to
make clear that the determination of
Congress is that the United States will
help with the Alliance for Progress when
there is a little more self-help by them.
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If this amendment is adopted, so far
as I am concerned, it will be the last of
my attempts to offer money amend-
ments, because it and my other amend-~
ments will make a total saving in this
bill, as compared with the bill as re-
ported from the committee, of an even
$500 million.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
have considered the Senator’s amend-
ment, and I am perfectly willing to have
the Senate vote on it now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Oregon to
the committee amendment, as amended,
in the nature of a substitute.

The amendment to the commitiee
amendment, as amended, was agreed to.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move
that the vote by which this amendment
to the committee amendment, as amend-
ed, was agreed to be reconsidered.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
move to lay on the table the motion to
reconsider.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MORSE, Mr, President, I thank
the chairman of the committee very
much for his cooperation. As he knows,
this has not been a happy situation for
me—in finding myself in opposition, in
connection with some amendments, to
my good friend, the Senator from
Arkansas.

AMENDMENT NO. 297

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, I
have a number of amendments which I
hope the chairman of the committee will
agree to accept.

First, I offer to the commitiee amend-
ment, as amended, my amendment No.
297,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from
Alaska to the committee amendment,
as amended, will be stated.

The LeGISLATIVE CLERE. On page 51
of the committee amendment, as
amended, between lines 13 and 14, it is
proposed to insert the following:

(k) No assistance shall be furnished un-
der section 201, 211, or 251 of this Act to
the government of any country which does
not agree to permit such reviews, inspec-
tions, and audits by the United States as the
Presldent may require for the purpose of
ascertaining whether such assistance is
being administered within the reciplent
country to carryr out the purposes for which
it was furnished

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, this
amendment was requested by the Comp-
troller General, and has already been
included in the bill as passed by the
House of Representatives. If is merely
a provision that “no assistance shall be
furnished under section 201, 211, or 251
of this act to the government of any
country which does not agree to permit
such reviews, inspections, and audits by
the United States as the President may
require for the purpose of ascertaining
whether such assistance is being admin-
istered within fthe recipient country to
carry out the purposes for which it was
furnished.”

I think this is a desirable housekeep-
ing amendment, and I hope the chair-
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man of the committee will see fit to ac-
cept it.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. As the Senator
from Alaska has said, the substance of
this amendment is now included in the
House version of the bill, and I believe
the principle of the amendment has been
lived up to. Therefore, I believe the
amendment is unnecessary.

I hope the Senator from Alaska will
not insist on having the Senate adopt
this amendment to the committee
amendment, because if this amendment
is not adopted, this subject matter will
be in conference, and that is desirable.

The Senator from Alaska has offered
a number of amendments which propose
the inclusion of language already in the
House version of the bill. I do not be-
lieve these countries have refrained from
agreeing to the making of such audits of
the accounts. In one case—that of the
Diem government, I believe—there was
such a refusal; but that is about the only
instance of which I know. In that case
there was a very tense relationship,
really during a state of warfare, in
which that government failed to abide
by these requirements. But I believe
that today this requirement is lived up
to, and it is the policy of the existing ad-
ministration to do so.

I hope, therefore, that the Senator
from Alaska will not press for a vote by
the Senate on his amendment. If the
amendment is withdrawn, this subject
matter will be in conference.

Section 506 of the existing law pro-
vides, among other things, that—

(3) It will, as the President may require,
permit continuous observation and review
by, and furnish necessary information to,
representatives of the U.S. Government with
regard to the use of such articles; and

(4) Unless the President consents to
other disposition, it will return to the U.S.
Government for such use or disposition as
the President considers in the best interest
of the United States, such articles which are
no longer needed for the purposes for which
furnished.

In the existing law there are several
provisions which I believe add up to the
same thing as the Senator’s amend-
ment, which merely provides that our
representatives shall oversee the use
made of the aid furnished to the respec-
tive countries.

A situation such as that existing in
South Vietnam—during a very difficult
warfare in which there were considerable
differences between the Government and
our Government—is unusual; but I be-
lieve the experience in connection with
the developments in South Vietnam
should be a warning to anyone who would
not be inclined to agree to follow these
provisions,

8o I hope the Senator from Alaska.
will not press for action by the Senate on
his amendment, although I agree with
the sentiments he has expressed.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, in
view of the opinion of the chairman of
the committee that withdrawal of the
amendment will enable him fto have
greater latitude in the conference, I now
withdraw the amendment.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Sen-
ator from Alaska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Alaska
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to the committee

amended, is withdrawn.
AMENDMENT NO. 296

Mr. GRUENING. Mr, President, I
now call up my amendment No. 296, and
offer it to the committee amendment, as
amended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Alaska
to the committee amendment, as
amended, will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK., On page 51 of
the committee amendment, as amended,
between lines 13 and 14, it is proposed to
insert the following:

(f) No assistance shall be furnished under
this Act for the construction or operation
of any productive enterprise in any country
unless the President determines that similar
productive enterprises within the United
States are operating at a substantial portion
of their capacity and that such assistance
will not result in depriving such United
States enterprises of their reasonable share
of world markets. The President shall keep
the Foreign Relations Committee and the
Appropriations Committee of the Senate and
the Speaker of the House of Representatives
fully and currently informed of assistance
furnished under this Act for the construc-
tion or operation of productive enterprises
in all countries, including specifically the
numbers of such enterprises, the types of
such enterprises, and the locations of such
enterprises.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, this
amendment is designed to eliminate the
destructive competition which may exist

amendment, as

 between concerns in the United States

and those in other countries as a result
of our aid program. We have spent a
great deal of money in financing the
construction of steel mills all over the
world, and they operate in competition
with the U.S. steel industry, which now
is operating far below capacity.

The same thing has been done in the
textile industry. We have created paper
mills, rubber plants, chemical plants,
aluminum plants, and much else. Those
dollars actually cause such industries
to compete seriously with ours at a time
when we have considerable unemploy-
ment.

The amendment is a moderate one. It
also repeats the language of the House
bill. In view of the fact that there
could be no objection to the principle
of the amendment, I hope the chairman
will see fit to accept it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
believe this amendment is in a quite dif-
ferent category from the other one.
First, the principle as applied in relation
to the amendment is unworkable. Fur-
thermore, one of the main purposes of
the program in the past has been to help
various countries develop their own pri-
vate enterprise to the point at which
they could be made self-sufficient. For
all practical purposes, I believe the
amendment would completely nullify a
major part of the Development Loan
Fund. It would be better to abolish the
Development Loan Fund. I do not see
how we can apply the principle, because
practically every industry that is devel-
oped in any country is, to some degree,
competitive with our own industry.

I do not believe the Senator really
means that we ought to assist only in
the growing of coffee, bananas, or a few
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products of that kind which we do not
produce. Such a limitation would nul-
lify the whole objective of our program.

The amendment is objectionable on
its merits. The previous amendment
offered by the Senator from Alaska was
not objectionable on its merits. I think
it was unnecessary. There would be no
objection to it, for we are abiding by its
principle. But in the amendment now
offered by the Senator, the following lan-
guage appears:

(f) No assistance shall be furnished un-
der this Act for the construction or opera-
tion of any productive enterprise in any
cc\mtry unless the President determines
that similar productive enterprises within
the United States are operating at a sub-
stantial portion of their capacity.

Our industries go up and down in their
activity. I am glad to say that most in-
dustries, with some exceptions, are op-
erating at a substantially high propor-
tion of their ecapacity. But next year,
hypothetically, there may be a reces-
sion, and their production may decline.
Their volume of business is a factor that
varies from year to year and almost
from month to month.

Furthermore, I believe that the ob-
jective of the amendment is wrong. We
must compete with plants that we have
helped to create. We believe in competi-
tion. At least we say we do. Our great
task is to modernize our own industry
in order to be competitive. I believe we
can be competitive. In most flelds I
believe we are competitive. Here and
there we observe cases in which modern
mills, for a temporary period, may be
more efficient than ours, but that is a
continually changing situation, both in
our country and abroad.

I object to the amendment on its mer-
its. I could not agree to it. We shall
have to oppose it.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, un-
der those circumstances, and in view of
the arguments of the distinguished
chairman of the committee, I believe I
would prefer to leave him to wrestle with
the conferees on the part of the House,
which has adopted the amendment. I
have pointed out the perils of our subsi-
dizing foreign competition with our dol-
lars against our industries. The subject
will come up again when the next bill is
considered. We shall then have a
chance to reevaluate it. Therefore, I
ask that my amendment be withdrawn,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Alaska
is withdrawn.

Mr, GRUENING. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 233 and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Alaska
will be stated.

The LecistATivE CLERK. On page 51,
between lines 13 and 14, it is proposed to
insert the following new subsection:

(f) No loan or grant shall be made under
any provision of this Act to any country, or
to any reclpient therein, unless such coun-
try shall have agreed to exempt from all cus-
toms duties or other import taxes levied by
such country any articles procured in the
United States or any of its territories with
the proceeds of such loan or grant, including
any amounts thereof loaned by the original
recipient to borrowers within such country.
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Mr, GRUENING. Mr. President, it
seems to me that when our country pro-
vides funds for the importation of goods
into a foreign country, that country
should not levy a duty on them. I be-
lieve that my proposal is reasonable. I
should like to have the reaction of the
chairman to the amendment.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The amendment
was submitted to and considered by the
committee. The committee rejected it.
The amendment would be an attempt to
interfere in a most unacceptable way in
the internal affairs of all the wvarious
countries involved. When we make a
loan to a ‘country for the purpose of the
development of that country and they
wish to buy something from our country,
I do not see how that country could be
expected to make special regulations be-
cause of the particular article purchased.
It would also have the effect of inducing
countries, wherever possible—unless the
country were required to purchase the
article from the United States—to buy
from some other country.

The amendment is an attempt to in-
terfere with what we generally believe
to be the sovereign rights of every coun-
try to fix its own duties and import taxes.
I believe that it would be resented by
other countries, and would make it very
difficult to operate the program. For all
practical purposes, questions of taxes,
and so on, are unrelated to the foreign
aid program. Those questions should
properly come under the reciprocal trade
program and under tax treaties which
we enter into with other couniries.

If discriminatory taxes are imposed,
of course, we should resent them. But
we should try to solve that problem in
the usual manner—through diplomatic
negotiations and trade treaties.

For example, if a loan is made to a
private enterprise in another country—
which the act tries to encourage—for in
many places it professes its devotion to
private enterprise—that particular com-
pany would then receive a competitive
advantage because of tax-free imports.
We would get into some very strange
situations. Suppose in a foreign country
factory A did not receive a U.S. loan; it
would have to pay taxes on materials it
bought. Suppose it should import tex-
tile machinery, on which it would pay a
tax. On the other hand, suppose that
company B, which received a loan from
us, should buy the same machinery from
a manufacturer in this country under
the terms of the amendment. Company
B obviously would obtain a competitive
advantage, which would cause great com-
plaint in that country.

The amendment would be far-reach-
ing in its effect and would intervene in
the tax programs of the various coun-
tries involved. I honestly do not see how
we could administer it. If we should ai-
tempt to administer and apply it, we
would only create great resentment and
make the administration of the program
much more difficult than it is now.

One of the reasons why the program
has run into difficulty in the past is the
multiple restrictions placed by Congress
upon the administration of the program.
Those restrictions have made the pro-
gram subjeect to criticism and resentment
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on the part of the countries receiving
help.

Any undue discriminatory taxes im-
posed by recipient countries ought to be
protested. They ought to be fought by
our country in the regular way. If the
taxes are too discriminatory, I agree
that we ought not to give that country
aid. But to apply the requirement, as
the amendment of the Senator from
Alaska would do, as a condition of any
loan, would go much too far and would
not be workable.

Mr. GRUENING. I hope the REcorD
will show that in the case of the amend-
ment now before the Senate and the pre-
vious amendment dealing with competi-
tion, the AID administration will take
these problems under serious considera-
tion, and that when the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee draws up the foreign aid
authorization bill for the next session of
the Congress, it will take those questions
under advisement, and take appropriate
action.

In view of the chairman’s views on the
subject, and the making of the record,
I withdraw the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Alaska
is withdrawn.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, I of-
fer an amendment which I send to the
desk and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Alaska
will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 48,
between lines 3 and 4, it is proposed to
insert the following:

(m) No grant or loan shall be made under
this Agt to any country or area which Is a
colony of any other nation,

Mr. GRUENING. Mr, President, that
amendment has not been previously sub-
mitted. The amendment would stop the
giving of aid to the colonies of nations.
We have been asking the powers of the
0Old World, including Great Britain and
France, to take a larger part in the pro-
gram. Yet in a strangely contradictory
and paradoxical way we subsidize their
colonies while they are still colonies.
How can we justify that? We have
given financial aid to British Guiana, to
Surinam, which is Dutch Guiana,
French Guiana, Hong Kong, and the re-
maining British colonies in Africa, and
to the not yet free French possessions.
I think that is all wrong. I believe the
mother country should continue to send
aid so long as its colonies are still her
colonies. I question also the wisdom of
precipitating ourselves into the aid pie-
ture in every new nation the minute
that new nation is spawned. Certainly,
so0 long as they are still colonies, I see no
justification whatever why they should
receive our aid. If aid is needed, it
should come from the mother country.

In British Guiana, Cheddi Jagan, who
is of rather doubtful character, came to
the United States prior to his election
and persuaded the AID administration
to give him $10 million. As a result, he
went back to Guiana and was elected.
He was elected as a result of telling the
people that he was “in solid” with the
United States and had $10 million to
prove it.
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‘What happened? He created so much
chaos that the British withdrew their
proposal to give independence to British
Guiana. It is still a colony. It is still
in chaos.

Why on earth should the United States
continue to subsidize colonies of that
character?

I hope the chairman will accept this
amendment. I believe it is a proper
one. I believe it will hasten the libera-
tion of those countries that should be
liberated. If they should not be liber-
ated, then the mother country should
subsidize them, not the United States.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I know of no sub-
stantial aid other than to Guiana, which
is a special case to which I shall refer.
With regard to British Honduras, we
are not glving aid. We did at one time,
but not any longer. As the Senator well
knows, the British had committed them-
selves to make Guiana independent.
The reason we had a special interest
there was that the largest investments
in British Guiana are American invest-
ments. Guiana is the original source
of bauxite for the largest company in
the country.

The hope was that, as a result of the
transition, there would be a stable and
viable country. But the situation has
been so bad that the British have de-
layed or postponed the time for Guiana's
complete independence, because of the
danger of it becoming another Cuba.

The reason we put aid in there is the
same reason we have a special interest
in peace in the Middle East and in other
places—because of substantial American
investments, That is the only case I
can think of which would fall within the
restrictions sought by the Senator, in
which any substantial amount is in-
volved. We are nof undertaking any
substantial aid to any other country that
I can think of.

What other countries besides Guiana
does the Senator from Alaska have in
mind?

Mr. GRUENING. They are not sub-
stantial, but I believe the principle is im-
portant. We are giving grants to the
French colonial possessions and to Por-
tuguese possessions which are still
colonies of the mother country.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. But are they not
purely in terms of very small technical
assistance aid? Are they not an attempt
by our Government to try to display its
interest, looking to the time when those
countries would be independent and we
would have relations with them? Mean-
while, are we not largely trying to teach
a few of the inhabitants to speak Eng-
lish, and nothing substantial in any
case? .

Mr. GRUENING. I believe the whole
prineiple is improper. If techniecal aid is
needed, why not let the mother country
provide it? We have been urging mother
countries to do more in their programs.
They have disappointed our expecta-
tions.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Iknow the French
have given large amounts to their former
colonies, because they have expectation
of continued trade, and so forth. We
have gone in on the theory that we ex-
pect to have relations with them. We
want them to be friendly with us. We
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have not spent substantial amounts in
those cases that I know of.

I have asked my assistant here to look
up those amounts, which he will do in a
moment, unless the Senator already has
them. I believe he will find that they
are insignificant. :

Mr. GRUENING. I believe the Peace
Corps is one of the most outstandingly
successful enterprises in our whole for-
eign aid program and I support it un-
qualifiedly. I believe it has done a mag-
nificent job. In view of the exemption
that has been made for the Peace Corps
would not the proper procedure be, in
these colonies—where the chairman says
we hope to create a good atmosphere and
are looking to the day of their independ-
ence, to be friendly with them and to
teach our language—to use the Peace
Corps, which is exempt from these pro-
visions, and eut out all other forms of
aid? I ask that as a matter of prineiple.
1 believe it is desirable.

The Peace Corps can furnish the tech-
nical aid and the teaching aid and all
these other things. I believe that would
be the finest kind of support for these
colonies, which are not entirely happy
under their present status. They look
forward to independence. The Peace
Corps could do this interim job. But I
believe that other forms of aid are ob-
jectionable on prineiple.

The record is being made. I hope the
Peace Corps can be encouraged to pro-
vide assistance, I understand we are
considering the enlarging of the appro-
priations for the Peace Corps. That is
ﬁl p&ople-bmple contact, of the finest

Il

I hope that this amendment will be
accepted.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. My eflicient as-
sistant, Mr., Holt, tells me that he is
unable to find where such is being done.
If the Senator has any figures, we might
make a record here and recommend that
it be stopped.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GRUENING. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. I do not have any in-
formation other than what is in the
charts. I missed some of the debate, but
let me read the figures for 1963 aid to
colonies.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. We are talking
about 1964. We have “phased out” these
colonial areas, according to Mr. Holt.

Mr. GRUENING. Al the more reason
why we should adopt this amendment, if
\;e are going to follow this course any-

oW,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There are excep-
tional cases, the Senator would agree,
such as Guiana. At least the facts there
involved, really, the defense of our own
security, and protecting the vast Ameri-
can investments. There was a great
danger, which we all recognized, of hav-
ing Guiana become another Cuba. Al
Senators—as well as the Senator from
Alaska—would be very critical if that
should occur.

The Senator would say we cannof give
any aid to this country, which is on the
verge of becoming independent, when we
ourselves hoped the British would delay
the time for giving them their in-
dependence, in the hope that something
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could be worked out to change the situa-
tion. There is no doubt about the
danger of Jagan and his government. I
believe it is wrong on another principle.
When a legislative body sets down prin-
ciples, if abided by they go on from year
to year and tie the hands of the admin-
istration—whatever administration it
might be—to meet a situation like this.

I submit that the amount proposed for

1964 is de minimis and thus is not suffi-
cient to cause concern. I do not believe
the Senator would wish to tie the Presi-
dent’s hands in a case like the Jagan
government. He would not wish to ex-
pose us to the disastrous consequences
of another situation like Cuba.

Mr. GRUENING. In the case of
British Guiana, we were subsidizing the
“Castro” of British Guiana.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. What the Senator
is saying is that we have made mistakes.
I cannot defend everything that has been
done under this program. We have made
mistakes. I do not believe, however, that
we should take responsibility for Jagan.
I know we certainly did not intend to
allow Guiana to become a Communist
foothold. Whether the situation was
handled right, I do not know. I know
it is a very difficult situation. The con-
test in Guiana between the two parties,
from what I have read about it, is an
extremely difficult thing to handle.

It is an extremely difficult problem to
handle. I do not think we can lay down
policies for the administration in day-
to-day situations. Our committee staff
chief cannot find any other colonial area
to which aid is proposed to be given.

Mr. GRUENING. Unless we include
the prohibition, there is no evidence that
they will not resume giving aid to British
Honduras.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator ap-
parently has no confidence in the ad-
ministration. I cannot accept that
prineciple. I will accept the idea that it
has made mistakes, but I cannot accept
the idea that they are complete idiots
and will never follow a reasonable policy.
There is no proposal that we know of for
any such program.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. GRUENING. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I was about to
make a point brought up by the Senator
from Arkansas. I voted with the Sena-
tor from Alaska on amendments de-
signed to reduce money authorization,
but it seems to me this amendment goes
too far into legislative prerogative, the
normal functions of the executive
branch. I would have more confidence
in this administration than expressed
by the amendment. I submit this think-
ing to my able colleague from Alaska.

Mr. GRUENING. I say to my friend
from Missouri and my friend the chair-
man of the committee that I think we
have accomplished a great deal in im-
proving the bill. It is a much better bill.
We have, in effect, rewritten it on the
floor of the Senate. We have a good
legislative record.

I say for the Recorp that for the
United States to give financial aid to a
colony of Great Britain, or France, or
any other country, is folly. It isa princi-
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ple we should assert. Itislate. We have
spent 2 weeks on the bill. I know thab
many Senators have engagements. I do
not intend to press the amendment at
this time, but I should like to have a
little further discussion of it before de-
bate on it is coneluded. A very impor-
tant principle is involved.

I was unhappy to hear the chairman
of the committee state that I have no
confidence in the administration, where-
as he does. That is not precisely so. I
have lacked confidence as a result of ac-
tions not of this administration, but some
of the previous administrations of the
aid programs, which change every year.
This kind of mistaken aid has been given
by some of the previous administrators.
When an administrator gives $10 mil-
lion to Cheddi Jagan, a Communist, a
subversive individual, who has put that
colony in chaos and prevented it from
becoming independent, I think I am jus-
tified in saying that I do not have con-
fidence in most of the past foreign aid
administrators.

I would like to foreclose future acts of
that kind. I do not think American tax-
payers should be asked to pour money
into any colonfes. I think that is the
duty of the mother country.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as a co-
sponsor of the amendment, who would
support the amendment if it came to a
vote, although I do not have the 1964
figures, I shall include in the Recorp the
figures for the years up to 1963. But if
I understood the chairman of the com-
mittee—and I was not present to hear all
the debate—it is not contemplated that
in 1964 we are going to be supporting col-
onies.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, if
the Senator will yield, many of these
areas that have been getting aid have
achieved their independence; they are
no longer colonies. Many have become
independent. Jamaica, for example, is
no longer a colony. The amount pro-
vided for that purpose is very small.
There are only one or two that are called
colonies, They are not scheduled to get
much for 1964,

Mr. GRUENING. It was folly to give
such aid to them.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator will
get no argument from me about that.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, may I
ask the Senator from Arkansas a ques-
tion? The figures just shown to me by
Mr. Holt, of the committee staff, show
that colonies that heretofore have been
receiving some aid—and I shall put that
amount in the Recorp shortly—will not
receive any, except for one colony. Is
that correct?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Looking at the
worldwide chart, that is correct.

Mr. MORSE. If I may have the at-
tention of the Senator from Alaska, who
is the author of the amendment, of which
I am a cosponsor, I think he has made
a great record on this amendment, as he
has on all his other amendments., I
want to go on record as saying that the
administration has made mistakes in
giving support to colonies of other
countries. I think we would have a hard
time answering why, on principle.

I served on the fourth commitiee of
the General Assembly of the United Na-

November 1),

tions, which is the committee that deals
with trusteeships and non-self-govern-
ing territories in the world. I served
during the famous 15th General Assem-
bly, the XKhrushchev shoe-thumping
assembly. Time and time again the
United States was under attack in the
fourth committee because we had taken a
wavering and weaving attitude with re-
gard to the problems of colonialism
around the world. That situation has
improved a great deal since then,

I am glad that, under the leadership
of the President of the United States,
Secretary of State Rusk, and our Am-
bassador to the United Nations, Adlai
Stevenson, we are not equivocating in
our votes any more. We are not ab-
staining when the hot colonial issues
come before the United Nations. That
is to the everlasting credit of the admin-
istration. I do not mean to imply that
we have gone far enough in the United
Nations—because we have not—in dis-
sociating ourselves completely from co-
lonialism. But there has been a great
improvement.

The reason why I cosponsored the
amendment is that I do not believe we
ought to be pouring money into any col-
ony of any country. We never know
when the people of that colony are going
to take a stand for independence. If is
easy to overlook the fact that we had
been giving them aid for their benefit.
That is the only reason we have given
money to those colonies, so far as motiva-
tion is concerned. But motivation can
easily be misinterpreted. The charge
will be made that, after all, we supported
Great Britain, France, and the Nether-
lands in maintaining a stranglehold over
certain eolonies by pouring money into
them.

That principle is very important. Itis
why I was very happy to join the Senator
from Alaska in the amendment when he
first discussed it with me. :

A wonderful record has been made by
the Senator from Alaska and by the
chairman of the committee. I shall dis-
sent from one observation made by the
chairman of the committee in a moment.
First I wish to put into the Recorp fig-
ures that are not classified. The 1964
figures are classified, but the figures are
small in amount and apply to only one
colony. It would be extremely difficult
to deny the type of aid that goes to
that colony. The aid seeks to benefit
the people, and not the British Govern-
ment.

May I ask the chairman if he can ob-
tain information for me as to whether
some of the aid has been in the form of
Public Law 480 funds?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am sorry. I did
not hear the question of the Senator.

Mr. MORSE. Some of the aid that we
have given to certain colonies in the
past has really been in the form of Pub-
lic Law 480 aid. Is that correct?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The chart says
“worldwide.” I would have to look it up.

Mr. GRUENING. That refers to aid
we had been giving to Hong Kong.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That was really
nothing but relief.

Mr. MORSE. I want to draw that
distinction. There is a distinction.
‘When aid goes to a colony for food pur-
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poses, in the form of relief for hungry
people, or in the form of medical sup-
plies, that is a different matter. We
do not know what proportion of such
aid was in that form. I do not have
the figures at tongue point.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Did the Senator
say “tongue point”?

Mr. MORSE. Yes; tongue point.
That is a familiar point with me.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is that a colony?

Mr. MORSE. Iknow from sonie of our
discussion in committee that some of the
money was for humanitarian purposes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Certainly, some of
the aid that went to Hong Kong was.

Mr. MORSE. Some of it was not.

Mr. President, since I joined as a co-
sponsor of the amendment, if the Sena-
tor from Alaska wishes to share my
judgment, in view of the record we
have been making, I suggest that he
might withdraw the amendment.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE, I yield to the Senator
from Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Would the Sen-
ator tell us whether we are at tongue
point for a vote tonight.

Mr. MORSE. I think, with mutual
cooperation, we can reach a vote tonight.

The Senator had better sit down be-
fore I tell him this, because I am sure
he would not be able to take it stand-
ing up. I have only one more amend-
ment.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I would be will-
ing to lie down if we could reach that
final vote.

Mr. MORSE. I have only one more
amendment.

I am waiting for a telephone call from
the State Department. I believe it will
have the good judgment to accept the
amendment.

Mr. HUMPHREY. We have it here.

Mr. MORSE. I wish to place certain
figures in the RECORD.

Mr. GRUENING. I appreciate the re-
marks of the Senator from Oregon. In
light of the assurances of the chairman
that this relief is petering out—even
though it involves only one case, I still
think the principle is important—and in
view of the record that has been made,
I will agree with my cosponsor, who un-
fortunately is not in the Chamber at
the moment—to withdraw the amend-
ment.

I ask unanimous consent to insert at
this point a list of the amount of aid
that we have given to the possessions in
the past 15 years.

There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the REcCORD, as
follows:

Aid to possessions, 1946-63

British Guiana: Millions
Technlcal co-op grants_ .- ————---- $2.8
Public Law 480, title IIT____________ o7

TOAL o oo e 3.6

British Honduras: vy
Technical co-op grants 1.0
Public Law 480:

Title II. .3
Title IIT .9
Total 2.8
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Aid to possessions, 1946-63—Continued

Jamaica . Millions
Technical co-op grants__————-——---_ $2.6
Public Law 480, title III..c-cac--o- 5.5

Total 7.0

Surinam:

Technical co-0p grants. meeeeceeeean 2.8
Public Law 480, title Il oo .B
Total Se il 3.8

Trinidad and Tobago:

Technical co-op grants. - . —ccceeoaaun 2.5
Public Law 480, title II..ccaue--- .4
Total Bl 2.9

Hong Eong:

Technical co-op grants...aceccccaca-
Public Law 480:

Western Samoa: Program under Public
Law 480 started fiscal year 1962.... 0
Other oversea territories In Africa.... 0
Other British territories (sterling area) :
Technical co-op grants._ - ——————- 3
Public Law 480, title IIT .. i

Other French community and posses-
slons:
Technical co-op grants. - o
Other

Total

Portuguese possessions: Technical co-
op grants
Since 19042 (some countries later) eco-
nomic aid totals §18.2 milllon. Does not in-
clude title II-III, Public Law 480. All Pub-
lic Law 480 food and filber was charitable;
none sold.

Mr. MORSE., With that insertion in
the Recorp by the Senator from Alaska,
which shows the aid that we have given
to the colonies from 1946 through 1963,
plus the figures for 1963, and with the
urging upon the administration that it
recognize the fact that when they come
for an authorization bill next year the
Senator from Alaska and the Senator
from Oregon, even if we are the only
two, will be calling upon the administra-
tion to show what was done with respect
to aid to colonies, and what justification
can be given for it, and that we will re-
offer the amendment if no justification
is given, I am glad to join the Senator
from Alaska in withdrawing the amend-
ment.

Mr. GRUENING. When we examine
the figures, we see that they are not
minuscule. They amount to over $18
million.

Mr., MORSE. That is what I was
about to say. That is since 1946.

Mr. GRUENING. That is a policy
which we can condemn retrospectively.
The stable door has been left open and
the horse is gone. I hope, in view of
the record we are making, that this
folly would not be repeated. If it is
repeated, such an amendment can un-
doubtedly be adopted next time.

Mr. President, I ask that the amend-
ment, sponsored by the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the Senator from
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Ohio [Mr. Youncl, and myself be with-
drawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has the right to withdraw it.
He withdraws the amendment.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 265, and I would like
to have the attention of the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HumpeHrREY]. I have
prepared a modification of it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK., On page 39
strike out lines 10 to 17 inclusive, and in-
sert in lieu thereof the following:

Bec. 254. RESTRICTIONS ON ASSISTANCE—
(a) None of the funds made available under
authority of this Act may be used to fur-
nish assistance to any country covered by this
title in which the government has come to
power through the forcible overthrow of a
prior government which has been chosen In
free and democratic elections,

(b) The provision of this section shall
not require the withholding of assistance to
any country if the President determines and
promptly reports to the Congress that with-
holding of such assistance would be con-
trary to the natlonal interest and if the two
Houses of Congress do not adopt a concur-
rent resolution disapproving the continuance
of such assistance within sixty days after the
President notifies the two Houses of his
determination during a period when the
Congress is in sesslon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment, as modified, offered by the Sena-
tor from Oregon [Mr. Morsel to the
committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute.

Mr. HUMPHREY., Mr, President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, PELL
in the chair). Without objection, it is
s0 ordered.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to
further modify my amendment, so that
paragraph (b) of the amendment will
read as follows:

The provision of this section shall not re-
quire the withholding of assistance to any
country if the President determines and
promptly reports to the Congress that with-
holding of such assistance would be contrary
to the national Interest and if the two
Houses of Congress do not adopt a concur-
rent resolution disapproving the continu-
ance of such assistance within thirty days

after the President notifies the two Houses
of his determination—

That will strike out the language I for-
merly had in the amendment—

during a period of time when the Congress
is in session.

Mr. President, I shall be as brief as I
can in discussing this amendment to the
committee amendment, but it will call
for some discussion.

This language was drafted by the De-
partment of State. It is well known by
the Senate and by the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee that I have taken
the position that no President, I care not
who he may be, should be allowed to ex-
ercise unchecked power in granting U.S.
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taxpayers’ dollar aid to a military junta
in the Western Hemisphere that over-
throws a democratically elected constitu~
tional government. It is well known in
the Foreign Relations Committee that
time and time again I have stressed a
fact which cannot be denied—namely,
that many of our best friends in Latin
America fear military juntas and fear
U.S. economic aid to military junta gov-
ernments or to civilian stooges which
those governments set up to control the
country, using democratic sloganeering
after they have destroyed a democrati-
cally elected government.

An hour or so ago I placed in the
Recorp communications from the Presi-
dent of Costa Rica, the former President
to Guatemala, and Senators of the Do-
minican Republic, among others, in
which they all expressed the fear that is
so well known in the Foreign Relations
Committee of the Senate.

I went downtown and I talked with
administration leaders. I wish to make
clear that they prefer to have no check
upon the President. It is true that the
President himself would prefer to have
no check upon his exercise of discretion.
It is also true that the Department of
State—yes, even the President—must be
reminded from time to time that our
Government is a constitutional repre-
sentative government based upon checks,
including the power of the Congress to
check the President. This is one place
in which we must maintain a check. No
matter what course of action the Con-
gress may take in regard to the subject
before the Senate, if it is unwilling to
impose a check, millions of American
people will make clear to this adminis-
tration that they want a check.

Many American people are disturbed
about unchecked Presidential power.

After my conferences downtown, the
Department of State on behalf of the
Secretary of State, and acting through
the Assistant Secretary of State, Mr.
Dutton, brought up the language which
I am now offering. They said they would
accept that language. As the chairman
of the committee said in conversation
with me a few moments ago, it is true
that they would prefer no check at all.
There is no doubt about it. But I wish
the Senate to understand that the lan-
guage I am offering is the identical lan-
guage which the State Department ad-
vised the senior Senator from Oregon it
would accept. I read it again:

(a) The provision of this section shall not
require the withholding of assistance to any
country if the President determines and
promptly reports to the Congress that with-
holding of such assistance would be contrary
to the national interest and if the two
Houses of Congress do not adopt a concur-
rent resolution disapproving the continuance
of such assistance within 30 days after the
President notifies the two Houses of his
determination.

The gquestion might properly be
raised—and that is why I suggested
some additional language—What if the
Congress is not in session?

In my judgment, if the state of affairs
should be such—although I cannot imag-
ine such a hypothetical state of facts—
that during a recess of Congress the sit-
uation should become so serious that the
President would think that some aid
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ought to go to some country that other-
wise would be covered by the amend-
ment, and could make a case for it when
Congress returned, the Congress would
sustain him. That is his risk.

If he cannot make a case, and if he
gives aid that proves to be unjustifiable,
the President will have to answer for
either giving the aid or for his failure
to do so. If the situation were so seri-
ous that a special session of Congress
was warranted, he could call a special
session of Congress. But that is a hypo-
thetical situation which bears very little
resemblance to reality, for I do not be-
lieve that any President would act in bad
faith. I do not believe that any Presi-
dent would seek to take advantage of a
Congress when it was out of session.
Furthermore, the amendment would not
in any way interfere with the diplomatic
recognition power of the President of the
United States, and I would not support
an amendment that did, for I am too
firm a believer in our separation-of-
powers doectrine to interfere with what
is, in fact, the Executive power of the
President.

But it is not within the Executive
power of the President under our Con-
stitution to spend taxpayers money
without authorization and authority
from the Congress. That is the great
difference. In the debate on another
amendment a few moments ago, we
again heard the statement that some of
our amendments seek to interfere with
the foreign-policymaking powers of the
President. That is pure nonsense.

The Congress has the constitutional
duty to decide what taxpayers’ money
shall be spent for. It has the duty to
pass on the details of an authorization
bill. The Constitution itself provides
that money may not be spent exeept in
accordance with appropriation by law.
That is the principle that the Senator
from Oregon is standing for from the
standpoint of the constitutional right of
the Congress. I do not intend to weaken
that duty and responsibility.

I emphasize again that the amendment
would not interfere with the right of the
President to recognize the government,
but it does provide that he may not spend
taxpayers' money in aiding any govern-
ment that has overthrown a democratic,
constitutionally elected government in
the Western Hemisphere, unless Con-
gress is given 30 days to review the rea-
sons for seeking to give that country eco-
nomic aid.

Listening to some Senators in private
conversation discussing the subject, one
might think that 30 days is 30 years, and
that the proposed period of time would
be unreasonable. Itisthe period of time
that the Department of State itself wrote
into the language that it sent to me. I
believe that it ought to have been 60
days. When I suggested to the State
Department representatives that it ought
to be 60 days, they said they would be
willing to accept 60 days. After conver-
sations with the chairman of the com-
mittee, the majority leader, and the ma-
jority whip, I said I would offer the
amendment and leave it at 30 days with-
out changing a single word of the lan-
guage that the Department of State
sent up.
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The amendment may be defeated but
I assure Senators that rejecting the
amendment will not end the issue in this
country, for I am satisfied that the
amendment is in line with the thinking
of most of the people of our country.
Most of the people of our country are
very much concerned about supporting
questionable governments around the
world. Our people have come to recog-
nize that too frequently we have been
found supporting the wrong man. Too
frequently we have been caught support-
ing dictators and tyrants, only to have
them do such irreparable damage to
their people that their wrongs have
washed off onto us. The image of the
United States has been tarnished in
many places in the world because we
have been found supporting dictatorships
that have been guilty of atrocious con-
duct toward their people. I believe that
any President would welcome the kind
of cooperation from the Congress that
my amendment calls for.

I do not believe any President wishes
to give aid to any country unless Con-
egress has had an opportunity to review
his proposals and his reasons therefor.
In my judgment, I shall not be doing
any injury to the President of the United
States by this proposal. It will be those
in Congress who do not wish to vote for
the check who will weaken the prestige
of the President of the United States.
Millions of people in this country wish
to know, “What are they afraid of?
What is the President afraid of?” Since
when should the White House be afraid
of this kind of rightful check of the Con-
gress upon any recommendation he may
make for aid to a foreign government?

Let us take a look at the kind of
foreign government we are talking about.
We are talking about a military, Fascist
form of government. We are talking
about a form of government in which a
military coup has overthrown a demo-
cratic, constitutionally elected, free gov-
ernment in the Western Hemisphere.
Throughout Latin America one demo-
cratic President after another is “trem-
bling at his knees,"” figuratively speaking,
because he is not sure that American
military aid, used in the hands of a
military junta, may not spring up to
overthrow him. We have witnessed this
in the two recent overthrows in the Do-
minican Republic and in Honduras. In
Honduras a constitutionally elected gov-
ernment was overthrown only a few days
before a presidential election in which
one of the major issues had become the
proposal of the leading candidate that,
if elected, he would urge passage of the
necessary legislation to bring the mili-
tary under civilian control. The military
in Honduras wanted none of that. The
military in Honduras wanted to be su-
preme. The military in Honduras is a
caste. The military in Honduras tram-
pled freedom underfoot in that coup.

The Dominican Republie had a con-
stitutionally elected government. I hold
no brief for any shortcomings of the
administration of their President, but
he was serving under a constitution; and
the Constitution of the Dominican Re-
public provided for procedures to check
the President in connection with any in-
efficiencies or maladministration of




1963

which he might have been guilty—if
any. But, instead of following a consti-
tutional system, a military junta—
trained by American military fraining
programs, using American military
equipment—destroyed that Government.

To date, the Government has not been
recognized. To date, we have withheld
our aid. The question is: When should
aid be resumed?

In my judgment, aid should not be re-
sumed until a constitutionally elected
government is reestablished in the Do-
minican Republic. The coup in the Do-
minican Republic and the coup in Hon-
duras gave rise to much of the ferment
in American public opinion that led fo
this amendment.

All I ask the Senate to do is to accept
the language that the State Department
itself is willing to accept, although, as I
made clear to the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FuLericHT], they would prefer no
language at all. The Department sug-
gested this language, and I have offered
it as my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morse]l to the committee amendment,
in the nature of a substitute, as amend-
ed.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MORSE. There is not much point
in voting until a quorum is present.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I understood that
the Senator from Oregon did not wish a
yvea-and-nay vote.

Mr. MORSE. That would be true, if
we can have some understanding as to
accepting the amendment; but if I am
to be outvoted by a voice vote, I desire
a record vote, to put Senators on record.

Mr., MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
there are not enough Senators present
in the Chamber to order the yeas and
nays. I ask unanimous consent—this is
not to be considered a precedent—that
the yeas and nays be ordered on this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wish a quorum
call in any case, if there is to be a yea-
and-nay vote.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr, President, I
shall speak briefly. First, I am a little
surprised, after listening to the Senator
from Oregon castigate the State Depart-
ment for 3 weeks, to hear him now cite
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its recommendation to the Senate, as if
we should accept it. This is one rec-
ommendation of the State Department—
if it is a recommendation—with which
I do not agree.

It may well be that State Department
officials have told the Senator from Ore-
gon that they could live with this lan-
guage. However, it is unwise to tie the
hands of the President in that way.

I call attention to section 254, on page
39 of the bill This language was offered
by the Senator from Oregon, but he also
offered additional lansuage, which is not
unlike, in purpose. what the Senator now
offers, and which restricted the power
of the President even more.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, if I may
interrupt the Senator, it is all right to
cite the language, but it is not the lan-
guage of the Senator from Oregon. It is
language that was within the amendment
of the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is what I
said.

Mr. MORSE.
guage in the bill.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I know. I was
making the point that the commitiee
thoroughly considered the amendment
offered by the Senator from Oregon, and
this was the part which the committee
agreed upon. It rejected the further
restrictive language which is now being
sought to be reinserted. It is not exact-
ly the same language, but for all prac-
tical purposes, it is.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, let me
interrupt once again to say that the
language I had offered in committee was
language that called for a report from
the President, and a concurrent resolu-
tion by both Houses, approving it. As I
made clear, it would require only a mat-
ter of days to obtain action. In lieu of
it, the administration proposed the neg-
ative approach of 30 days, in which both
Houses would have an opportunity to
reject.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I assure the Sen-
ator that I was not trying to mislead the
Senate. There is a difference in the lan-
guage, I make the point that while the
State Department may have preferred
that language to the previous language,
in my opinion it is not favorable fo either
version. Be that as it may, the prin-
ciple involved is not the right or power
of Congress to determine the payment
of our taxpayers’ money under the bill.
Nobody is questioning that right.
Rather, there is involved the question of
the wisdom of doing it. In my opinion,
it is not wise to further restrict the
President’s freedom of action in this
fleld.

The bill before the Senate provides
for a contingency fund. It always has.
It is recognized that there will be emer-
gency situations. Certainly, the over-
throw of governments by force and
violence—which is the case when mili-
tary juntas take over governments—is an
emergency situation which requires quick
action by the President. He is respon-
sible for it. That is why we have pro-
vided a contingency fund.

I think this further restriction is in-
tended to tie the hands of the President,
more than he is already restricted, in
emergency cases.

I do not own the lan-

21869

The Senator from Oregon states very
glibly that it requires only a few days
to obtain action. We have already taken
3 weeks on a bill with which we are thor-
oughly familiar, which we have passed
15 times, and we are not through with it
yet. I do not know how any Senator
could stand up in this body and say that
we would act in a few days. We do not
know. We know that the power of one
Senator to delay action is a great power.
More than one could cause indefinite
delay.

I do not think it is good argument to
say that action would require only a
short period.

That is not the main reason why I
object to the amendment. In a sense, it
reflects on the integrity of any Presi-
dent, and intimates that he cannot be
trusted in an emergency to exercise
power within the restrictions that al-
ready exist in the bill, and particularly
with regard to the emergency funds.

I hope the Senate will not accept the
amendment.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Iyield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. If the amendment
were a part of the law and an emergency
existed such as occurred in Vietnam,
would the President be able to act?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This amendment
is restricted to the Western Hemisphere.
It does not affect Vietnam. However, if
a similar emergency oceurred within the
Western Hemisphere, he could not act
within 30 days if Congress were in ses-
sion. If it were not in session, the
President would be able to call it into
session.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, of course
the President could come to Congress
and ask for afirmative action, and he
would get it, if there were an emergency.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator knows
it would be very unusual for Congress to
act within a few days when a question
of that gravity was involved.

Mr. MORSE. If a real emergency
were involved, Congress would act in a
few hours. We provided $3 billion in
the Berlin situation in a very short time.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on the pending
amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I want to make
clear that the objective of the Morse
amendment is contained in section 254
of the bill, under the heading “Restric-
tions on Assistance.” The provision
reads:

None of the funds made available under
authority of this Act may be used to furnish
assistance to any country covered by this
title in which the government has come to
power through the foreible overthrow of a
prior government which has been chosen in
free and democratic elections unless the
President determines that withholding such
assistance would be contrary to the natlonal
interest.

The difference is that under the Morse
amendment there would be a period of
30 days. The Senator cooperated, dur-
ing the discussion on the amendment, by
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reducing what he thought was the rea-
sonable period of 60 days to 30 days.

So far as the principle of providing no
money or assistance to the Latin Ameri-
can countries is concerned—because that
is what is referred to under this title—
that prineiple is embodied in the bill be-
fore us. The difference is that the Morse
amendment reads:

The provisions of this section shall not re-
quire the withholding of assistance to any
country if the President determines and
promptlv reports to the Congress that with-
holding of such assistance would be contrary
to the national Interest and if the two
Houses of Congress do not adopt a concur-
rent resolution disapproving the continuance
of such assilstance within thirty days after
the Presldent notifies the two Houses of his
determination.

The difference is in the notification to
the Congress and the fact that Congress
could adopt a disapproving resolution.

The question boils down to whether or
not we are to rely upon the President of
the United States to make the decision,
under the limitations that are now in

_section 254.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. Does that language
apply to any particular area of the world?

Mr. HUMPHREY. To Latin America.

Mr KEATING. Only Latin America?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; it isrestricted
to Latin America.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing fo the amend-
ment of the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morsel, as modified, to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute,
as amended.

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLEN-
pER], the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Jackson], the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. Long], the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr. Maenuson], the Senator from
Florida [Mr. SmarHers], the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS], the Sen-
ator from Tennessee [Mr. WALTERS], and
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
AwnpeErson] are absent on official busi-
ness.

I also announce that the Senator from
California [Mr. EnGLE] is absent because
of illness.

I further announce that, if present and
voting the Senator from Washington
[Mr. Jackson], the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. Long], the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Macnuson], the Sen-
ator from Florida [Mr. SmaTaERs], the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS],
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. WaL-
1ERs], and the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. AnpErsoN] would each vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. Er.renpER] is paired with the
Senator from California [Mr. ENGLE].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Louisiana would vote “yea’ and the Sen-
ator from California would vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. CurTis] is
absent on official business.

The Senator from Eentucky [Mr.
MorTon] is necessarily absent.
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If present and voting, the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. Curtis] and the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MorTon]
would each vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 11,
nays 78, as follows:

[No. 233 Leg.]
YEAS—11
Bayh Gruening Robertson
Cotton Johnston Simpson
Dodd Morse Young, Ohio
Ervin Proxmire
NAYS—T8
Alken Hart Miller
Allott Hartke Monroney
Bartlett Hayden Moss
Beall Hickenlooper Mundt
Bennett Hill Muskie
Bible Holland Nelson
Boggs Hruska Neuberger
Brewster Humphrey Pastore
Burdick Inouye Pearson
Byrd, Va. Javits Pell
Byrd, W. Va. Jordan, N.C. Prouty
Cannon Jordan, Idaho Randolph
Carlson Keating Ribicoff
Case Kennedy Russell
Church Kuchel Saltonstall
Clark Lausche Scott
Cooper Long, Mo. Smith
Dirksen Mansfield Sparkman
Dominick McCarthy Symington
Douglas MecClellan Talmadge
Eastland McGee Thurmond
Edmondson McGovern Tower
Fong McIntyre Willlams, N.J.
Fulbright McNamara Willlams. Del,
Goldwater Mechem Yarborough
Gore Metcalf Young, N. Dak.
NOT VOTING—11
Anderson Jackson Smathers
Curtis Long, La. Btennis
Ellender Magnuson Walters
Engle Morton

So Mr. Morse’s amendment to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate reconsider the vote
by which the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I send to
the desk amendment No. 129, and ask
that it be read.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 48, between lines 3 and 4, insert
the followlng:

“{e) Add the following new section at the
end thereof:

*‘Sgc. 620A. (a) PROHIBITION OoN FURNISH-
ING OF ASSISTANCE SUBSEQUENT TO JUNE 30,
1965.—Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, no assistance shall be furnished
pursuant to this Act to any country or area
(or enterprise therein) subsequent to June
30, 1965 unless—

*“*(1) Such country or area has requested
such assistance and can show that it is pur-
suing the following economie, political, and
military policles:

*“*({A) That it (1) is seriously and continu-
ously engaged in measures of self-help, (i)
has taken appropriate steps to assure that its
own private capital resources will be utilized
within its own country or area, (iii) will
encourage the development of the private
enterprise sector of its own economy, (iv)
has taken adequate steps, where appropriate
and n , to bring about reforms in
such fields as land distribution and taxation
to enable its people fairly to share in the
products of its development, and that the
project or program for which economic aid
is requested will contribute to the economic
or social development of the country;

“+«(B) That it is promoting the maximum
amount of Individual freedom and is en-
couraging its people freely to choose their
own government;
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“*(C) That it seeks to estahlish and main-
tain only such military force as may be ade-
guate to prevent the internal overthrow of
an elected government or to deter threatened
external Communist attack;

“4(2) The furnishing of such assistance
is required by an irrevocable commitment
made, or contractual obligation Incurred,
prior to the date of enactment of this sec-
tion; or

“‘(3) In case of any such assistance ex-
tended in the form of loans, the interest
rate thereon is not less than the average
rate payable on obligations of the United
State of comparable maturities.

“*‘(b) The total number of countries or
areas receiving assistance under this Act sub-
sequent to June 30, 1965, shall not exceed
fitty. "

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, my
amendment No. 129 was proposed, in the
first instance, to Senate bill 1276 on July
18. I now offer it as an amendment to
the committee amendment. It was pend-
ing in the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions while consideration of the foreign
aid bill was underway. Itis now amend-
ment No. 259. It was of this amend-
ment that the committee said in its re-
port:

In fact, the committee gave serlous con-
sideration to an amendment which would
have terminated the program in its present
form June 30, 1965, s0 that both the Congress
and the administration could consider a
major reorganization and reorientation of
the program prior to that date, The com-
mittee refrained from adopting this amend-
ment in the expecta